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PREFACE 


In the 1960s and early 1970s, theoretical writing in western archae- 
ology was dominated by a particular Anglo-American perspective 
often termed New Archaeology. These ‘New’ ideas, mainly deriv- 
ing from the USA, had varying influences in European countries. 
Indeed, the failure of the New Archaeology to take an equally 
firm hold throughout Europe suggests the possible existence of 
European perspectives in archaeological theory which are diverse 
and different from the North American view. 

It might be argued that European archaeology was simply ‘left 
behind’, ‘out of date” and generally atheoretical. Its traditional 
authority structures perhaps prevented discussion of new ideas 
and it would in the end catch up with the positivist, processual 
Anglo-American ideas. But, on the other hand, it can be argued 
that the European rejection of theory derived from the particular 
historical context of the recent political manipulation of history 
and prehistory, and from a theoretical perspective that was deeply 
historical. The first concern of the chapters in this volume is to 
evaluate the distinctively national and European characteristics of 
archaeology in European countries in the 1960s and 1970s. More 
specifically, the chapters consider the developments of archaeolog- 
ical theory in each country in the 1960s and 1970s in relation to 
the positivist and anthropological perspectives being espoused in 
the USA. The incorporation of ecology, adaptation and the natural 
science model for archaeołogy will be discussed. It is clear from 
the experiences of each country that these external sources had 
only minimal impact. The main source of inspiration for European 
archaeology was an intellectual milieu dominated by writers such 
as Marx, Gramsci, Hegel, Croce, Lévi-Strauss, Dumezil, Eliade, 
Braudel, Wittgenstein, Feyerabend and Habermas. 
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The second concern of the volume is to consider the emerging 
characteristics of a distinctively European and non-positivist 
archaeology. By the late 1970s and early 1980s it was beginning 
to become clear that few Anglo-American archaeologists would 
any longer call themselves New Archaeologists and that there was 
a breakdown in the unity and confidence of archaeology as a 
discipline. During the 1980s in the USA, the reaction seems to 
have been mainly to retreat from broader theoretical discussion 
and to concentrate on the mechanics of site formation processes, 
middle-range theory and hunter-gathering optimising strategies. 
In Europe, on the other hand, the 1980s saw a rising tide of 
theoretical debate and it is now possible to argue that theoretical 
writing in western archaeology is dominated by European perspec- 
tives. This new theoretical discussion has not simply involved a 
catching up with Anglo-American archaeology but has gone along 
different paths. Thus, the second aim of each chapter in the volume 
is to evaluate the development of archaeological theory in the 
different European countries in the 1980s and to assess future 
directions. As Bjorn Myhre notes in his chapter on Scandinavian 
archaeology, there is no longer one archaeology or one prehistory, 
but many. The debate incorporates a wide range of ideologies 
and perspectives. It is often strongly focused on non-positivist 
philosophies, Marxism and the criuque of structuralism. It is con- 
cerned with linking history and anthropology. It is involved in 
the socio-politics of archaeology. The overall impression from 
reading this book is that European archaeology, in contrast to 
archaeology in North America or elsewhere, is fundamentally 
historical in emphasis, is strongly Marxist in orientation, and is 
undeniably social in construction. 

A third and related point made in this book concerns the recent 
history of theoretical argument in European archaeology. In much 
Anglo-American archaeology a development sequence is often 
described from culture-historical to processual to post-processual 
approaches, and the same sequence is assumed for Europe as a 
whole. But this book demonstrates that most countries in Europe 
have witnessed quite different patterns of development. For exam- 
ple, Greek archaeology has long been dominated by a nationalism 
and isolationism resulting from a claimed diachronic continuity 
with the great achievements of the Classical world. This heavy 
ideological use of the past led to a Marxist reaction in the 1980s. 
In Italy there has been a long Marxist historicist tradition in 
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inteliectual, political and cultural life, which has produced a dis- 
unctively Marxist archaeology. In Spain, the continuation of fascist 
government into the mid 1970s meant that the recent awakening 
of theoretical Marxist debate has had to be linked to fundamental 
methodological concerns about the rigour of excavation and 
survey. Marxism has been joined to positivism — an alliance which 
many in Anglo-American archaeology would see as unholy. In 
France, the institutional negłect and intellectual marginalisation of 
prehistoric and proto-historic archaeology over several centuries 
produced a situation in which archaeology became increasingly 
unable to enter into theoretical dialogue. So in the era of 'soixante- 
huit’ and more recently, the intellectual ferment associated with 
Sartre, Althusser, Foucault, Lévi-Strauss, Bourdieu and Derrida 
has been met with an archaeological discussion in France of 
typology, formalisation and documentation systems. Only 
recently is there some indication of a wider debate. Examples of 
these regional traditions can be multiplied by moving from chapter 
to chapter. 

A fourth point concerns an eastern parallel with the links 
between the USA and Western Europe. In Eastern Europe, the 
recent development of archaeological theory cannot be understood 
without reference to the practical conditions set by Soviet 
domination and the intellectual traditions set by Marxism. Recent 
political changes in Eastern Europe are already leading to an open 
re-evaluation of the perspectives engendered under Soviet rule. 
This volume seeks to explore the way in which archaeologists in 
Eastern Europe have their own traditions and are exploring new 
directions which incorporate but transform old dogmas. I have 
therefore explicitly excluded the Soviet Union from my definition 
of Europe for the purposes of this volume, since I wanted to 
examine the nature of archaeological theory in the area between 
the two old superpowers. Undoubtedly, however, it will be of 
interest to see how archaeological discussion develops in the vari- 
ous European republics of the Soviet Union. 

A fifth point deals with the need for theory in European archae- 
ology. One of the dangers in the Europe of the 1990s is that 
ethnic unrest may create a new instability as liberalisation occurs, 
especially in Eastern Europe. There is a great danger that archae- 
ology may be used once again, as it was used prior to the last 
war, to justify these regional claims. One of the most important 
aspects of an emphasis on archaeological theory is that it focuses 
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our attention on concepts and taken-for-granteds used in the con- 
struction of the past — including past ethnicities. There is a need 
for a continual critique of reconstructions of the past as ideologi- 
cal. Nationalist and ethnic uses of archaeology to justify conflict 
need to be counteracted, as far as they can, with a wary and 
critical theoretical eye. 

In fact it was precisely the uncritical link between archaeological 
theory and nationalist claims which led to an inhibited theoretical 
discussion in many parts of Europe until recent years. It is a 
paradox that much European archaeology has seen little theoretical 
discussion within an intellectual milieu rich in debate — a milieu 
characterised by writers such as Marx, Weber, Croce, Lévi-Strauss. 
Why was archaeology so particularly inhibited? Perhaps the 
answer is partly that it was a young science which in many areas 
still provides too few data for interpretation and analysis. Perhaps, 
too, in many countries archaeology was and is a marginal disci- 
pline within hierarchical university systems which discourage 
young innovators (although not all disciplines were equally lacking 
in innovative debate). But perhaps the most important factor is 
that few archaeologists in Europe can work without the shadow 
of the misuse of the past for nationalist purposes during the Third 
Reich. German archaeology and the German school of ancient 
history have had a strong influence in many parts of Europe from 
Spain and Portugal to Austria. The example of the uncritical use 
of the past within the Germanic tradition led many into an atheor- 
etical refuge. A more adequate response is to celebrate theory in 
archaeology but within a critical mode. Indeed, it is from the 
standpoint of theoretical discussion that the way we construct the 
past can be opened to debate. 


This volume grew out of a session at the annual conference of 
the Institute of Field Archaeologists in Birmingham in April 1987, 
although it bears little resemblance to the original event. All the 
papers were changed for the volume, others in the session were 
not included here and new ones were added. The source for the 
volume is thus rather broader than the Birmingham conference. 
Changes in the European community as 1992 approaches and 
the transformation of Eastern Europe in the Gorbachev era have 
encouraged increased contact and debate among European archae- 
ologists. In addition, several countries have seen a rapid expansion 
of archaeology over recent decades. This volume tries to capture 
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some of the new movement and debate. Although all the chapters 
were written before the events of 1989 and before the reunification 
of Germany, most were revised to incorporate these changes. 

It was not possible to include all European countries in a single 
volume. My choice was largely arbitrary, dependent on personal 
contacts, but I tried to cover a range of countries north and south, 
east and west. I have tried to mention some of the developments 
in other countries in my introductory chapter. Equally arbitrary 
was the choice of authors for each country. No author can be 
seen as representative of a national or regional tradition, and 
different authors would have produced a different book. As far 
as possible, I selected people who would be able to identity 
national trends that were distinctive and intellectually challenging. 
As a result the book celebrates diversity rather than uniformity. 

It might have been possible to find authors who could discuss 
archaeological theory in Europe thematically. Instead I have found 
myself forced into editing a country-by-country account. As is 
noted in Chapter 1, the regional differences within European 
experiences of archaeology are historically contingent, and closely 
linked to national traditions. It would have been difficult and 
unsatisfactory to break up these different traditions and to force 
them into general themes or trends. Ir is the regional diversity of 
developments in European archaeological theory which makes that 
theory distinctive. 

I am grateful to Joåo Zilhåo for the account of nationalist uses 
of the past in Portugal in Chapter 1, and to S. Milisauskas, S. 
Stoddart, D. Bailey, T. Taylor, M. Navarette, F. Audouze and 
other anonymous reviewers for their advice and comments. 
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
THEORY IN 
CONTEMPORARY 
EUROPEAN SOCIETIES: 
THE EMERGENCE OF 
COMPETING TRADITIONS 


lan Hodder 


As I took the book down from the shelf in the library a slight 
shiver went through me. It was a slim, old book. The excitement 
that I felt was not the thrill of handling for the first time a great 
masterpiece that had shaped the course of scholarship, although 
it is true that this book had indeed had a formative influence on 
the long-term development of European archaeology through its 
definition of archaeological ‘cultures’. Rather, my shiver was closer 
to fear and to a feeling of terror that books such as this had 
contributed to, or had been used to justify, acts of the greatest 
barbarism that Furope and the world have seen. 

The book was Gustaf Kossinna’s Die Herkunft der Germanen, 
published in 1920. It ıs only recently, as for example German 
artists such as Anselm Kiefer and Jörg Immendorf have begun to 
incorporate the Nazi past into their work, that archaeologists have 
begun to evaluate the role of archaeology under the Third Reich 
as an example of the social and political nature of archaeology 
(e.g. Veit 1989). Kossinna used his settlement-archaeology method 
to show the descent of a Nordic, Aryan, German race from Indo- 
Germans and to demonstrate the outward movement of influences 
from this superior core area. He used archaeological finds to argue 
that parts of Poland had in fact been Germanic since the Iron 
Age. But it was mainly after his death, in the Third Reich, that 
Kossinna’s ideas and methods were used to develop most fully the 
‘master race’ ideology. In 1935 Himmler founded the Deutsches 
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Ahnenerbe (German Forefathers’ Heritage) which conducted arch- 
aeological excavations from 1938 (McCann 1989). Here Kossinna's 
methods were obligatory. Excavations were carried out by SS men 
under scientific control, sometimes to a high standard and directed 
by excellent scholars (McCann 1988). Every SS unit stationed 
within the territory of the Reich was supposed to have a Germanic 
excavation in the area to act as a cultural focus of "German great- 
ness. The purpose of the excavations was educational, and to 
provide scientific support for the National Socialist view concern- 
ing the superiority of the Germanic races. 

One example ot the interpretations offered dates from 1941 
when Himmler remarked on the steatopygic form of the palaeo- 
lithic figurines from Vestonice and Willendort (McCann 1988). 
Since the women of 'savage peoples” such as the Hottentots were 
seen as having similar figures, it was argued that perhaps these 
people had been driven out of Europe by a combination of factors 
including the Nordic races. Himmler asked the Ahnenerbe to 
provide evidence for this theory, and the ethnographer Bruno 
Beger extended the hypothesis to propose that since Jewesses had 
similar forms the Jews and Hottentots were racially related, He 
suggested that the Race and Settlement Office could examine and 
take photos of Jewesses in an unclothed state (McCann 1988). 

I have started this book with this account and with my own 
reaction to handling Kossinna’s book because it ts impossible to 
understand the development of archaeological theory in post-war 
Europe without comprehending the Nazi use of the past and the 
reaction to it. In addition, the Nazi link between ethnogenesis 
and archaeology has a wider context in Europe. In one form or 
another ethnogenetic uses of the culture-historical method have 
played an important political role in many European countries. 
Poles and Germans have long disputed their territories in terms 
of Slavs and Germanic tribes. In the immediate post-war years 
Poland responded to the theory of Germanic origins with attempts 
to justify its presence in the ‘Regained Territories’, such as Silesia, 
Pomerania or the Lubusz lands. The highest emotions in Poland 
were triggered by the problem of the origins of the Slavs, including 
the ethnic origin of the Lusatian culture (personal communication 
from Arkadiusz Marciniak of the Institute of Prehistory, Poznan). 
For Hungary the peace negotiations following the First World 
War did not produce political boundaries which coincided with 
ethnic boundaries, thus giving rise to arguments concerning the 
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archaeological identification of Slavic or Hungarian populations. 
Ethnic issues have been important in, for example, Bulgaria, 
Albania, Greece, Czechoslovakia, France, Britain and Norway, 
and the debates have concerned the archaeological recognition 
of Indo-Europeans, Celts, Scythians, Slavs, Thracians, Dacians, 
Germans, Lusitanians and so on. 

A further example of the particular link between fascism and 
ethnogenesis, albeit with less fearful results, is seen in Portugal 
from 1926 to 1974 (personal communication from Joåo Zilhäo of 
the Institute of Archaeology, Lisbon). The ideology of the regime 
was based to a large extent on the glorification of the past, and 
on the identification with those same 'glorious traditions. Even 
the prehistoric past was used to justify the independent existence 
of the Portuguese state. A central role was played by the 'myth- 
ification’ of Variathus, a military leader of the late Iron Age in 
west-central Iberia in the Roman wars. National consciousness 
was said to have been born as a result of the resistance against 
the Roman armies, and the twelfth-century Portuguese state was 
considered as the final outcome of the growth of national con- 
sciousness. The roots of this nationalism were extended beyond 
Variathus’ Lusitanıans to more remote periods. It was argued that 
there was a cultural distinctiveness to the populations living in the 
Portuguese territory as early as the neolithic period and that there 
was a racial continuity between the modern Portuguese and the 
neolithic peoples of western Iberia. Archaeologists promotng 
these investigations were also, to a large extent, influential mem- 
bers of the ruling elite. As an example, Professor Mendes Correia, 
an internationally acclaimed anthropologist and archaeologist, 
organiser of the 1930 Oporto ‘Congrès International d’Anthropol- 
ogie et d’Archéologie Préhistorique’, was between 1936 and 1956 
mayor of Oporto, member of the Corporative Chamber and 
deputy in the National Assembly. 

I stood between the racks in the library and flipped through 
the pages of Kossinna's book. The maps looked familiar. Indeed 
I had spent much time myself producing and analysing similar 
distribution maps of artefact types in prehistoric northern Europe. 
Aspects of Kossinna's settlement-archaeology method are still used 
today as a routine part of archaeological enquiry. His ideas were 
the basis for Childe's formulation of the idea of archaeological 
cultures (Childe 1925) which is perhaps the single most significant 
building block of European prehistory. We are told today that 
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such culture-historical and mapping procedures are neutral and 
objective. This objectivity, this archaeology-at-arm’s-length, that 
we so often claim is partly a reaction against the perversions of 
the past wrought by fascist regimes in Europe. But the European 
experience of archaeology is undeniably social and historical. I 
have already begun to show that it was not only Germany in the 
1930s and 1940s that saw politically motivated uses of archaeology. 
Any historical review of the development of archaeology in 
Europe cannot avoid the links to nationalism and to ethnicity. So, 
to what extent can it be argued that our present scientific enter- 
prise in archaeology is not also socially constituted? Does not the 
familiarity of Kossinna’s maps force us to question whether our 
own methods are, in perhaps different ways, motivated? 


From Archaeological Theory to Theoretical Archaeology 


I returned to my seat in the library and began reading Kossinna's 
book. I was struck by the lack of extensive discussion of theoreti- 
cal issues. This was above all a pragmatic methodology for chart- 
ing the origins and development of Germanic culture. Of course, 
theoretical discussions, dangerous ones, were involved in linking 
distribution maps to cultures and races (see. e.g. Veit 1989). Distri- 
butions of artefacts and practices in the Bronze Age were ident- 
ified with Germans, Celts and North Illyrians. But there was no 
lengthy discussion of why these correlations could be made, no 
elaborate account of norms, traditions, symbols, transmission, 
socialisation, sharing of cultural traits and so on. 

It can more generally be claimed that culture history is a 
methodology rather than a theory although of course it contains 
theoretical assumptions. But the main aim of culture-historical 
reconstructions of the design and dispersal of cultural traits and 
entities was the pragmatic ordering of the ‘history’ of Europe and 
its divisions. For the inhabitants of Europe the past was and is 
immediately relevant. The objects, monuments and sequences are 
in themselves of interest. They did not have to be passed through 
a theoretical filter before consumption. In the main periods of 
culture-historical reconstruction up to the 1960s and 1970s, theory 
was closely linked to concrete questions and in such a context the 
main emphasis was placed on collecting more data rather than 
on developing abstract theory. The dominance of ethnogenetic 
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questions drew attention away from the need to develop theoreti- 
cal discussion. 

One of the main reasons for the retention of an empirical and 
descriptive approach in European archaeology after the war was 
repulsion at the use made of archaeology by the Third Reich. This 
blatant misuse of archaeology had a long-lasting impact on the 
willingness of archaeologists, particularly in those countries most 
influenced by the Germanic tradition, to move beyond culture- 
historical accounts. The Soviet model for the organisation of scien- 
tific research had a similar inhibiting effect in Eastern Europe. An 
obligatory Marxism became defined in the form of a dogmatic 
vulgar Marxism. Engels was often the main source, and the growth 
of the productive forces was seen as the main determinant of 
historical development. For a number of reasons, the result of 
forcing this perspective on to Eastern European archaeology was 
a still greater commitment to empirical description. Archaeologists 
found the Marxist theory difficult to apply and they retreated into 
the culture-historical framework in which they had been trained, 
albeit with the obligatory Marxist introductory and closing words. 
In any case many scholars resented the external pressures on their 
work and concentrated on what was possible — chronological and 
empirical documentation. 

In addition to the Kossinna syndrome and Soviet domination, 
underlying structural factors contributed to the empiricist empha- 
sis in European archaeology. Most important of these were the 
traditional authority structures in European universities and aca- 
demies. These inhibited innovation by the young who underwent 
long apprenticeships under the patronage of aged professors in 
their ‘cathedral’ chairs. In addition, particularly in Eastern Europe, 
archaeologists had difficulty maintaining contact with colleagues 
in other countries and had little access to western archaeological 
journals, conferences and so on. There were severe pragmatic 
impediments on breaking out of an atheoretical culture history. 

It is often said that the Anglo-American New Archaeology of 
the 1960s and 1970s which began what is now termed processual 
archaeology (Binford 1962; Flannery 1967; Clarke 1973) was pri- 
marily methodological. Of course, like culture history, it had 
theoretical components derived in this case from anthropology, 
culture ecology and evolutionary theories, and considerable 
emphasis was placed on the generation of hypotheses. But much 
of the theory was and is explicitly ‘middle range’ (see Schiffer 
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1988 for a review of the concept of middle-range theory in North 
America). Bogucki (1985) summarises recent processual archae- 
ology in Europe as being concerned with palaeoeconomy, ecology, 
geographic models, demographic and exchange models and social 
archaeology. The main contribution of processual archaeołogy was 
to our ability to reconstruct economic and subsistence strategies, 
exchange distributions, social organisation from burial and settle- 
ment data and so on. Apart from general accounts of systems, 
adaptations, ecology and evolution, the impact of processual 
archaeology, closely linked chronologically to the expansion of 
the use of scientific techniques from radiocarbon dating to sub- 
surface prospecting, was largely methodological. 

I do not mean to imply that archaeology up to the 1980s 
lacked theoretical discussion. Many archaeological theories were 
developed or borrowed from adjacent disciplines. As I will argue, 
archaeologists in Europe were early included in theoretical debates 
about, for example, history, Marxism and inference. But archac- 
ology primarily developed pragmatically to assist in the under- 
standing of the origins of Europe and its nation states. Even as the 
link between culture history and ethnogenesis became weakened in 
the post-war era, the Kossinna syndrome and a range of political 
factors entrenched most European archaeologists in a descriptive 
and methodological mode. 

It is only recently that it has become possible to argue for the 
emergence from archaeological theory of a theoretical archaeology 
(Bogucki 1985). Already by 1973 David Clarke had argued that 
archaeology would develop as a discipline not through the mere 
collection of data but through the elaboration of theoretical dis- 
cussion. Many processual archaeologists embraced the aim of 
developing laws or generalisations not linked to time and place. 
It was recognised that archaeology needed to develop its own 
distinctive body of theory. Theoretical archaeology, concerned 
with abstract issues apparently unrelatd to particular practical 
issues, has been supported by, for example, Theoretical Archae- 
ology Group meetings in Britain and Scandinavia. Books such as 
those by Shanks and Tilley (1987a, 1987b), while prefigured by 
Clarke’s (1968) Analytical Archaeology or Taylor’s (1948) A Study 
of Archaeology, reinforce the trend in the 1980s for fuller theoreti- 
cal debate of a wider range of issues. As the scope, level and 
quantity of archaeological theory expands, so the potential for 
creating a new ‘subdiscipline’ of theoretical archaeology grows. 
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Many of the chapters in this volume identify a new, younger 
generation of archaeologists in Europe concerned with discussing 
a wider range of theoretical issues from various forms of Marxism 
to structuralism and hermeneutics. 

But of course all theory is to some degree socially embedded 
and pragmatic, and it is important to try and identify the con- 
ditions within which the current expansion of theoretical dis- 
cussion in European archaeology is taking place. There are a 
number of relevant strands. First, several of the countries experi- 
encing an expansion of archaeological theory are also undergoing 
a heritage boom in which there are wider intrests in interpretative 
issues. As field archaeology, sometimes developer-funded, expands 
in order to protect and save the archaeological heritage, university- 
based archaeology emphasises intellectual concerns while at the 
same time trying to maintain its involvement in the new areas of 
expansion and funding. For example, in Britain the topics and 
participants in Theoretical Archaeology Group conferences have 
differed radically from those in the annual conference of the pro- 
fessional Institute of Field Archaeologists. Second, as archaeology 
has expanded over recent decades it has increasingly been able to 
define itself as a discipline independent of history and Classical 
studies. In order to establish a professional institute or a university 
department of archaeology it is important to be able to demon- 
strate distinctive methods, bodies of data and bodies of theory. 
Clarke (1973) argued that tc lose its innocence and gain maturity 
as an independent discipline archaeology needed to develop many 
different types and levels of theory. Third, as a corollary of the 
attempt successfully being made to gain disciplinary recognition 
and to define the boundaries of its resource unit, archaeology has 
to identify itself and gain esteem in relation to other disciplines. 
The concern is to show that archaeology is not cut off, left out 
of intellectual debate, that it can deal in the same currency. In 
this context, the contribution of abstract theory is enhanced by 
its common value. Rather than being concerned largely with prag- 
matic issues of ‘where we come from’, modern archaeological 
pragmatism, at least in parts of the community, centres on general 
debates about systems theory, Marxism, structuralism, critical 
theory and the like. Theoretical archaeology enhances the disci- 
pline’s contribution and standing by engaging in a wider debate. 

However, perhaps the main reasons for the recent awakening 
of interest in archaeological theory in Europe are political. The 
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ending of the Franco and Salazar regimes has produced a new 
openness to ideas in Spain and Portugal. Several university systems 
underwent transformation in the 1960s and 1970s. West German 
society is increasingly dealing with its Nazi past and the Kossinna 
syndrome is being overcome (Veit 1989). The decline and collapse 
of Soviet oppression in Eastern Europe is leading to a fervour of 
interchange and interest in new ideas. In fact, the impact on 
archaeology of the events leading up to the 1989 transformation 
of Eastern Europe is still difficult to evaluate. Certainly we might 
expect a greater movement of scholars, ideas, publications and 
fieldwork opportunities but some of the changes may have nega- 
tive effects. Most East European countries now face economic 
decline and perhaps a decrease in the number of archaeologists 
that can be supported (Milisauskas 1990), and financial difficulties 
might restrain travel and the purchase of periodicals and books. 
Nevertheless, it is to be hoped that the decrease in centralised 
control will lead to the appearance of numerous younger archaeol- 
ogists and, at least in the long run, a wider theoretical debate. 

While the growth of theoretical archaeology may well be linked 
to a changing historical setting, it remains a minority concern. 
While most archaeologists are involved in reconstruction and heri- 
tage management, the number of papers, conferences and posts 
devoted to purely theoretical discussion always has been, and 
remains, small. And in many countries the main participants in 
theoretical discussion are marginal and subordinate rather than 
forming a central elite. On the other hand, definitions of general 
principles can be argued to be important for the definition of any 
academic discipline. In addition, the very generality of theoretical 
discussion often ensures it greater visibility (and potential signifi- 
cance) than specific site or artefact reports. 

The pragmatic interest in the past for its own sake, which 
derives from the direct historical links between past and present 
and from the immediacy of ethnic and regional differences, 
remains the primary motivating force for most European archae- 
ology. But I have argued above that social changes in recent 
decades which have included a significant expansion of archae- 
ology in universities have been associated with an increasing intel- 
lectualisation of the discipline. 

Similar developments have been occurring on the other side of 
the Atlantic. Indeed it has been claimed by Bogucki (1985: 780) 
that ‘the explicit consideration of theoretical issues is considerably 
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rarer in European archaeology than it is in North America. This 
statement is difficult to uphold for the 1980s since on the one 
hand North American archaeology has been held back by the 
dominance of the methodological concerns of processual archae- 
ology while on the other hand many, although by no means all, 
countries in Europe have seen a rapid expansion of theoretical 
discussion recently. It is easier to agree with Renfrew’s (1982: 
142) view regarding the British response to the New Archaeology 
that ‘the intellectual scene, as far as archaeology is concerned, 
seems in some ways more lively than in America. 


History as theory 


The European theoretical archaeological scene may be increasingly 
lively but it is also based on different assumptions from North 
American processual archaeology. These differences will be exam- 
ined further in the following section. For the moment it is impor- 
tant to recognise that an adequate understanding of archaeological 
theory in Europe must acknowledge that history has a theoretical 
component (Trigger 1989). In the archaeological context it is per- 
haps useful to make a distinction between cultural history which 
involves study of the spatial and temporal relations of cultures 
and styles, and history which involves the understanding of cul- 
tural change. As we have seen, European archaeology has long 
been dominated by ethnogenetic questions which required little 
theoretical discussion beyond the methodologies of culture-histori- 
cal reconstruction. But the presumption of historical links with 
the past also encouraged concern with wider historical questions 
with a clear theoretical component. 

The latter point is evident in the broader interest with European 
origins. Rowlands (1984, 1987) has shown that a concern with 
understanding the uniqueness of European experience has been 
the leitmotif of social and philosophical thought in Europe since 
the eighteenth century. The concern was to show how capitalism 
‘evolved’ and to emphasise the universality and progressive nature 
of the changes that Europe had been going through. Although the 
concern was particularly to explain the distinctiveness of Europe 
that led to modern capitalism, the endeavour sought a universal 
legitimation in a general theory and it dealt with long-term, broad- 
scale and often comparative issues. It therefore was associated 
with theoretical discussion within a historical framework as seen 
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in the work of Marx and Weber. Childe, whose ideas built on 
those of Montesquieu, Hegel and Marx (Rowlands 1984), saw the 
origins of a distinctively European society in the Bronze Age. But 
his comparison with Asian societies and his wider intellectual 
background placed these culture-historical aims within a broader 
theoretical perspective. Kossinna and Marx were conjoined in 
Childe. It is through Marxism in particular that the historical 
emphasis in European archaeology achieves an abstract theoretical 
and generalising character. The debate between a vulgar Marxism 
which looks at history in terms only of productive forces and 
versions in which such determinism is variously transformed is 
central to theoretical development in Europe. 

Beyond Marx, there are many other important writers in Europe 
who created the intellectual milieu in which archaeologists work 
and who gave that milieu a strongly historical character. Weber, 
Dumezil, Eliade, Gramsci, Hegel, Braudel and Croce were all 
historians but they were none the less theoretical for that. The 
opposition between history and theory claimed by North Ameri- 
can processual archaeologists has little relevance in Europe (see 
Trigger 1989). 

A further aspect of history which has led to heightened theoreti- 
cal awareness in Europe is the history of research. I will below 
(p. 20) outline some of the ways in which archaeological research 
has developed in the different countries of Europe. Each age, in 
each country, writes its own history and its own archaeology. As 
a result of these changes and differences, and as a result of the 
engrained social and political uses and misuses of archaeology in 
the European context, it is difficult to remain blind to the theoreti- 
cal construction of archaeological objects, difficult not to see 
archaeologists transforming reality and difficult not to recognise 
artefacts as products rather than records. These points are made 
in the chapters in this volume. The overall impact of the ever- 
present social history of archaeological research is to ‘problemat- 
ise’ archaeological data, method and theory, and to open them to 
debate. 

Throughout Europe, archaeology’s closest intellectual ties are 
with history. This is not only because of factors including origin 
and ethnogenesis but also because prehistory is everywhere linked 
to history via proto-history (the latter describing phases in which 
‘prehistoric’ societies are written about by Classical Mediterranean 
authors). It is therefore always possible to argue that the prehis- 
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toric past can be interpreted with the aid of historical texts. Even 
where ethnography has influenced the development of archae- 
ology, it is defined in terms of the ethnography (folk culture and 
history) of Europe's own peopłes, as in Poland and Hungary. 

It is possible that an underlying belief in the superiority of 
European cułture encouraged the use of history rather than 
anthropology in order to understand the European past (Veit 
1989: 49). Childe, for example, held negative attitudes towards 
ethnographic parallels, as did many of his contemporaries in Brit- 
ain and Europe. It was historical theory which was embraced in 
preference to anthropological theory. 


Some general trends in the recent development of European 
archaeological theories 


Because of the social and historical nature of archaeology each 
country has its own distinctive history of research. The diversity 
is remarkable and is discussed later in this chapter (p. 20). There 
is a danger, then, in trying to identify general trends. Å number 
of authors (e.g. Bogucki 1985; Hodder 1986; Shennan 1987) have 
described a linear development of archaeological theory from 
culture history to processual archaeology to post-processual 
approaches. I have already identified some of the difficulties with 
this scheme such as the predominantly methodological concerns 
of culture history and processual archaeology and the long involve- 
ment of European archaeology in historical and other theories. 
Following Kuhn (1962), Patterson (1986) notes that to present the 
history of archaeology as cumulative and linear is to support 
one group at the expense of another. Certainly the scheme of 
development as normally presented favours the Anglo-American 
view at the expense of the varieties of archaeological experience 
in Europe. Shennan (1987: 365) goes so far as to argue that the 
new theoretical ferment of the decade from 1977 to 1987 was 
largely restricted to English-speaking archaeologists in Britain and 
Scandinavia. 

This book demonstrates a rather different view — that many 
countries in Europe have been undergoing theoretical ferment 
within their own traditions of archaeological research. Many Euro- 
pean countries did not go through a processual phase. Processual 
ideas were often adopted selectively. Many would reject post- 
processual archaeology (see below, p. 16). The recent history of 
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theoretical archaeology in Europe reflects two types of evolution, 
whatever the theoretical issues (east or west). In some countries 
a debate developed on local grounds, enriched by external influ- 
ences. In other countries, external traditions provided the main 
source of debate although translation into local forms gradually 
occurred. An example of the first type of evolution is provided 
by Italy, and of the second by Spain, with an intermediary form 
illustrated by Scandinavian countries. In fact all countries fall 
somewhere on a continuum between local and external sources of 
theoretical debate. 

Diversity in the evolution of theory in archaeology in the differ- 
ent countries is one of three further general characteristics of 
theoretical debate in Europe, beyond the distinctive dependence 
on historical and particułarly Marxist theories which has already 
been discussed. It is on these three additional themes that I will 
focus the remaining sections of this chapter. The themes are: first, 
a general rejection of processual approaches but incorporation of 
processual methodologies within history; second, an awareness 
and celebration of theoretical diversity; and third, an interest in 
the social construction of archaeological knowledge. 


Processual methodologies in history 


I have already noted the long tradition, alongside culture-historical 
methods for the establishment of ‘time-space systematics’, of a 
strong historical and often Marxist perspective in European archae- 
ology. A common European complaint against processual archae- 
ology was that it was ahistorical. This was a widely accepted 
evaluation of Anglo-American discussions in the 1960s and 1970s. 
Functionalist and systemic arguments were regarded with sus- 
picion as being too synchronic and anthropological. 

The long use of historical theories and methods meant that 
many European archaeologists remained somewhat bemused by 
the excitement in the 1960s and 1970s on the other side of the 
Atlantic. This was particularly true of the ecological, economic 
and settlement archaeology approaches and methods. Such ideas 
had developed early within historical perspectives in Italy, Scandi- 
navia and Britain and in all the countries influenced by the Ger- 
manic tradition. In many other study areas, too, the dominant 
European response was ‘weve seen it all before’. As European 
archaeologists stood on their western shores watching the small 
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ripples caused by those distant New Archaeological rumblings, 
the waves did indeed seem very small and very familiar and not 
contradictory to a historical approach. 

Some other examples of this sense of déjå vu can be provided. 
The distinctions made by Labuda in 1957 (see Kobyliński, this 
volume, Chapter 9) between ergotechnic, sociotechnic and psycho- 
technic are similar to those made later by Binford (technomic, 
sociotechnic and ideotechnic). Myhre (Chapter 7) notes that a 
debate in the Norwegian Archaeological Review in 1968-9 berween 
Malmer and Bakka foreshadows the discussion between Binford 
and Gould in American Antiquity in 1985. An area of method- 
ology in which the older European tradition had already made 
inroads is behavioural archaeology and site formation processes. In 
Europe this aspect of methodology was subsumed within source 
criticism which, deriving from historical method, defined the range 
of special factors which had to be taken into account when making 
inferences or ‘reading’ from the archaeological record. Conditions 
of survival, retrieval and sampling had to be studied. Eggers's 
distinctions in the 1950s between living culture, dead culture and 
retrieved culture (see Chapter 8) previewed the distinctions made 
in the 1970s by Clarke (1973) and Schiffer (1976). But in Europe 
the rather narrow concerns of North American behavioural 
archaeology are placed within the broader context of cultural and 
historicał meanings, for example concerning the symbolism of 
discard (e.g. Richards and Thomas 1984; Sommer 1990). 

The problem that we've seen it all before’ was compounded 
by the realisation that examples of the application of New Archae- 
ology often demonstrated a superficial knowledge of the data. For 
example, the high-quality mulu-disciplinary projects in Germany 
which integrated a wide range of environmental and scientific 
techniques and in which students were expected to ‘know the 
material well” contrasted favourably with the narrower hypothesis 
testing, tunnel-vision approach often engendered by processual 
archaeology. 

On the other hand, it was and is undoubtedly the case that 
historical theories in Europe were not aligned to a sophisticated 
methodological armoury. I have shown why European archaeol- 
ogists were often sceptical of the anthropological theories espoused 
by the processual archaeologists. But there was a need for process- 
ual methodologies. European archaeology had seen little methodo- 
logical discussion beyond culture history. The long retention of 
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a culture-historical, empirical and descriptive method stifled the 
introduction of new scientific methods. The centralised and hier- 
archical university systems inhibited new research designs and 
sampling procedures in many countries. Even Renfrew's (1983) 
important and clear demonstration of the relevance of new 
approaches to dating, exchange and inference have taken a long 
time to persuade the old guard, despite their attractton to younger 
scholars. 

In many European countries the major breakthrough that is 
sought is not so much the exchange of processual for historical 
theories but a methodological revolution. Archaeologists in most 
European countries are gradually embracing the new scientific 
methods and techniques. The advent of radiocarbon dating, sam- 
pling methods and systematic excavation techniques has begun to 
transform archaeological practices in many countries. For example, 
Spanish archaeology witnessed a technological revolution in the 
post-Franco era in which palaeoeconomic, spatial and scientific 
techniques were introduced. In France in the 1960s and 1970s 
excavation and physical science methods were introduced, and 
archaeometry and information processing for a time played a 
dominant role. In Scandinavia and Hungary new survey and com- 
puter techniques were applied. 

In general the methodological changes did not lead to theoretical 
or conceptual change. Indeed in France, they had a stagnating 
effect (see Chapter 5). Elsewhere the methods were integrated 
into culture-historical approaches. Even in Scandinavia where the 
techniques were linked to deductive reasoning, hypothesis testing 
and model building, theory did not change fundamentally (see 
Chapter 7). European archaeology had always claımed to be scien- 
tific in a general sense and as far back at least as Schliemann at 
Troy, it had used hypothesis testing procedures. Despite the chal- 
lenge of unexpected radiocarbon dates, many of the palaeoeco- 
nomic and settlement archaeology concerns were familiar in 
Europe. Certainly the positivism of the New Archaeology was 
not remarkable in an intellectual community long accustomed to 
debates about the Vienna school. 

In Anglo-American archaeology it is customary to link metho- 
dological claims of the New Archaeology with positivism and 
with systemic, processual, ecological and behavioural approaches. 
Europe provides an interesting contrast to this view. Not only 
are the new techniques and methods integrated into traditional 
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culture-historical concerns, but they often become the handmaiden 
of Marxist archaeology. To many on the Anglo-American scene, 
positivism and Marxism may seem strange bed-fellows, since 
Marxism is often linked to critical approaches in which the separ- 
ation of fact and theory, and the neutral, asocial nature of archaeol- 
ogical scientific method, are denied. While such views are found 
in Britain and Scandinavia, elsewhere Marxist archaeology is often 
linked to a strong commitment to objective scientific procedures. 
Alternatively, the more sophisticated Marxist theoretical positions, 
as found in Spain, claim a methodology which overcomes the 
opposition of objectivity and subjectivity (Marcen and Risch 1990; 
Nocete and Ruiz 1990). 

The materialism inherent in most Marxist traditions in Europe, 
reminiscent of the strongly materialist American processual archae- 
ology, coupled with the evolutionary views of the New Archae- 
ology which themselves had Marxist affiliations, allowed a close 
association between the two perspectives. In addition, perhaps 
because of its political context in Europe, Marxist archaeology 
had remained theoretically dogmatic rather than methodologically 
creative. In most countries, at least until recently, methodological 
and epistemological issues in archaeology had simply not been 
raised in relation to Marxism. Here was å vacuum into which the 
methodologies of the New Archaeology could easily be sucked. 

For example, in Greece, the techniques of the New Archaeology 
were introduced in order to operationalise Marxism (see Chapter 
4). The common materialism and rejection of particularısm under- 
lay this marriage. In both Poland and Czechoslovakia, the new 
methods could be integrated with the problem-orientation pro- 
vided by Marxism (see Chapters 9 and 10). 

Through time, as I will argue below (p. 16), a range of different 
Marxist perspectives developed in European archaeology and 
many of these rejected the positivism of processual archaeology. 
Complex dialectical and critical positions are now widely found. 
But it is of interest that at least initially Marxism, positivism and 
scientific methodology were often linked. While in North Ameri- 
can archaeology Marxism is frequently viewed with suspicion as 
being dogmatic and closed to scientific testing, perhaps partly 
because of the association of Marxism with the Soviet Union and 
China, in the European middle between the eagle and the bear, 
positivism, science and Marxism are often conjoined. 
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Theoretical diversity 


Many countries in Europe would reject Angło-American post- 
processual archaeology precisely because it is insufficiently 
wedded to objective, neutral scientific techniques and therefore 
appears to take archaeology back to older traditional approaches. 
In addition, the use of the term post-processual assumes a process- 
ual phase which many countries in Europe have not experienced. 
In Spain, for example, there has not been a strong New Archaeolo- 
gical or processual phase and culture history still dominates. Those 
archaeologists in Spain who wish to use further rigorous scientific, 
environmental and physical methods fear that a post-processual 
approach will detract from their task and will give support to the 
historical particularism from which they wish to escape. In my 
view there is a confusion here between the use of certain scientific 
methods of analysis (which I believe all post-processual archaeol- 
ogists and historical theorists would embrace) and processual the- 
ories and epistemologies (which post-processual archaeologists 
with their more committed historical perspectives would reject). 
Nevertheless, it is undoubtedly the case that post-processual 
archaeology, despite its European base, may not be of immediate 
value in countries on the continent in which a culture-historical 
method has become indistinguishable from historical theory and 
in which the desire for positivist rigour derives from a traditional 
empiricism. It is my impression, on the other hand, that in Poland, 
for example, the debate over Marxist and other historicał theories 
will allow a discussion of post-processual archaeology alongside 
the introduction of analytical methods. 

In any case, the definition of post-processual archaeology which 
I would prefer (Hodder 1986) emphasises the opening up of theor- 
etical debate to a wider range of issues including Marxism and 
post-positivism. In this respect the current scene in European 
archaeology contributes to post-processual archaeology through 
the great diversity of theoretical positions which it currently 
embraces. 

For example, I have already discussed the widespread domi- 
nance of Marxist theoretical positions and their internal variety. 
Some Marxist approaches remain relatively ‘vulgar’ and materialist, 
often linked to a positivist and natural science methodology. Marx- 
ist approaches influenced by Althusser, on the other hand, are 
found in Britain, France, Greece, Scandinavia and Italy. In these 
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structural Marxist perspectives which use the anthropological writ- 
ings of Terray, Godelier and Friedman, the materialist emphasis 
is often replaced by the dominance of the social relations of 
production. The resulting analyses have much in common with 
social processual archaeology (e.g. Renfrew and Shennan 1982), 
and often fall short of problematising the nature of the archaeolog- 
ical record and material culture. 

Critical perspectives are, however, found in Britain, France, 
Poland and Spain. Indeed, there is a widely accepted view in 
Europe that archaeological theory consists of conceptual systems 
that ‘represent’ rather than ‘reconstruct’ the past. They try to 
adhere to reality but they, and reality itself, are at the same 
ume conditioned by historical and scienufic development. Thus 
archaeology is scientific but science is itself situated. For example, 
the influence of Wittgenstein and Feyerabend in Scandinavian 
archaeology in the early 1970s led to a view that archaeology is 
not an objective science but ıs social and political (see Chapter 7). 
For Poland, Kobyliński (see Chapter 9) argues that the logical 
correctness of explanatory procedures is dependent on an under- 
standing of archaeology as a particular historical form of study. 
Theory and practice must always be linked to the questions being 
asked and, in contrast to North American New Archaeology, 
where our questions and theories come from does matter. There 
is not only one valid type of science. Such concerns frame the 
emphasis on source criticism and the source creation process — 
how we create the archaeological record - which has often been 
of interest in Europe (see p. 13). In some extensions of this type of 
work, as in Poland (see Chapter 9), source criticism has involved 
definition of the ontological characteristics of archaeological evi- 
dence, considerations of the role of the archaeologists in creating 
evidence, and problems of biases inherent in the archaeological 
record. The discussion in Poland has been linked to the critique 
of positivism. Such interests give a new twist to the notion of 
‘site formation” processes because the archaeologist participates in 
the formation of the site. 

The theoretical diversity in Europe extends beyond Marxism, 
neo-Marxism and critical theory. For example, the concerns with 
material culture meanings and with the social embeddedness of 
archaeological theory and practice have often led to discussion of 
hermeneutics and critical hermeneutics. The attempt to embed 
material events within the whole framework of meaning in which 
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they were once situated cłearly involves the analyst in a double 
hermeneutic in which ‘their’ and ‘our’ understandings are gradu- 
ally accommodated in å moving double circle. This process of 
double reading has to be critically aware (Hodder 1986; Shanks 
and Tilley 1987a). Such issues are discussed in Britain, Scandinavia 
and Poland. 

In many countries, semiotics and structuralism have played sig- 
nificant roles, at times allied with science and positivism and at 
other umes leading to deconstruction and critique of processual 
archaeology. In Spain, for example, some structuralist analysis is 
linked to materialist and functional arguments and to hypothesis 
testing and nomological-deductive approaches (see Chapter 2). 
Criado Boada (1989) on the other hand uses structuralism and 
semiotics in an analysis of megalithic burial in Spain which is 
decidedly post-positivist (see also Criado Boada and Fabregas Val- 
catce 1989). In Britain, Scandinavia and Poland, the impetus 
derived initially from Lévi-Strauss and from Soviet models, but 
other influences elsewhere in Europe have included Dumezil and 
Eliade. Indeed, most structuralist analysis in European archae- 
ology is strongly tied to historical questions rather than to the 
universal structures of the human mind sought by Lévi-Strauss. 
For example, in Bulgaria Marazov (1988) studied a grave in the 
Copper Age Varna cemetery which has objects, a mask and orna- 
ments arranged around an absent body. Marazov conducts a semi- 
otic analysis in which the cenotaph is seen as a ritual text which 
‘wrote’ the form of a symbolically ‘dead’ ‘king’, and in which 
right:left::male:female are organising principles. These obser- 
vations are related to the structuring of the mythologies of the 
Greek, Hittite and Indo-European worlds. In Britain there is an 
increasing concern to identify 'structured deposition’ of animal 
bones, pottery and flint, whether in ritual monuments (Richards 
and Thomas 1984) or in the discard patterns of occupational refuse 
(Wait 1985). 

Orher theoretical directions are also beginning to appear on the 
horizon. Post-structuralism, and especially the work of Derrida, 
Foucault and Barthes, is emerging as an important component of 
social theory, particularly in relation to deconstruction (Bapty and 
Yates 1990; Tilley 1990). Scandinavian archaeology, especially in 
Norway, has developed a strong tradition of feminist and gender 
studies, and similar developments can now be seen in Britain. The 
Annales School has had some influence in Italy and in Britain, 
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particularly through the work of Braudel (Hodder 1988), but 
increasingly through the ideas of Duby, Le Goff and Ladurie. 

The idea of a unified science of archaeology, still held to in 
North America and briefly glimpsed in Scandinavia and Britain 
in the mid 1970s, is now in total disarray in Europe. The notion 
that archaeology should have unified theory, method and aims is 
widely rejected. Today European archaeology is redefining itself 
in relation to two traditionally dominant external authorities to 
its west and east. In comparison with the dogmatism of both 
North American processual archaeology and Soviet-style Marxim, 
European archaeology is increasingly characterised by a diversity 
and openness of theoretical and methodological debate. But from 
where does this diversity derive? 


Archaeology as a social and historical product 


I have tried to identify some general trends in the recent develop- 
ment of archaeological theory in Europe. The main themes have 
been the overall dominance of historical perspectives, the evalu- 
ation of new methodologies for dealing with European questions 
about the archaeological past, and the emergence of diverse theor- 
etical positions, For many Anglo-American processual archaeol- 
ogists, the dominance of history and the diversity of scientific 
approaches are seen as anti-science heresy. The idea that there is 
more than one way of doing science is often seen as unacceptable. 
Even more so, the notion that archaeological science is socially 
constructed destroys the very basis of processual archaeology’s 
belief system. But it is precisely the social nature of archaeological 
enquiry which explains the diversity of theoretical argument in 
Europe. 

It is difficult to be a European archaeologist and remain unaware 
of the ways in which historical and social conditions have shaped 
the way excavations, analysis and interpretation are carried out. 
We have already seen how an emphasis on source criticism has at 
times led to a reflexive discussion. The political use of the past is 
hard to ignore in a Europe ravaged by a Nazi history. In any 
case, the very diversity of archaeological traditions in Europe 
undermines notions of a universal and neutral objectivity. The 
general characteristics which I have outlined for recent European 
archaeology account for only a small portion of the total varia- 
bility. The trends describe a thin veneer which fails to mask the 
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different ways in which archaeological theory has developed in 
each country, or within smaller regions within Europe. The full 
nature of this diversity can only be appreciated by reading the 
individual chapters in this volume. But I wish here to relate the 
local differences to particular social, economic and political cir- 
cumstances. The past is undeniably social, as is the practice of 
archaeology. 

Take Greece, for example, where the overpowering pressure of 
the achievements of the distant past became linked to nationalism 
and an inward- and backward-looking isolationism in intellectual 
and archaeological circles. The diachronic continuity with the 
Classical past impeded not only prehistoric but also theoretical 
archaeology. It led to a rejection of ahistorical processual archae- 
ology. When the reaction to culture-historical approaches came it 
derived its impetus not from the New Archaeology, but from a 
historically situated critique. The blatant political and ideological 
uses of the continuity argument produced Marxist and neo-Marx- 
ist critiques. These seemed appropriate in a context in which the 
past was an ideological construct. 

Or take Italy where, despite some recent applications of process- 
ual archaeology, much work has remained faithful to a long Marx- 
ist historical tradition in intellectual, political and cultural life. Or 
Spain, where the all-too-recent decline of fascism has encouraged 
a flourishing Marxist perspective and has at the same time pro- 
duced a need to link such a perspective with a very late transform- 
ation of field and analytical methodologies. As a result Marxism 
is closely allied to positivist and natural science approaches. Or 
France, where the institutional neglect and intellectual marginalis- 
ation of prehistoric and proto-historic archaeology over several 
centuries of research produced a situation in which archaeology 
became increasingly unable to enter into theoretical dialogue. In 
contrast to wider developments in France in the humanities, 
French archaeology opposed the work of writers from Lévi- 
Strauss to Barthes and Derrida with problems of typology and 
formalisation. So when the intellectual and political case for reform 
was made in the late 1960s, the response of French prehistoric 
and proto-historic archaeology, true to its historical tradition, was 
to move into documentation, culminating in the work of Gardin 
(e.g. 1979) and inhibiung theoretical debate, Even the more recent 
growth of French archaeology in the late 1970s and 1980s has 
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concentrated on a theme with a long pedigree in France, the 
anthropology of technical systems. 

The examples can be muluplied. In Eastern Europe, the recent 
development of archaeological theory cannot be understood with- 
out reference to the practical conditions set by Soviet domination 
and the intellectual traditions set by Marxism, although the latter 
vary from country to country. The development of the "History 
of Material Culture’ concept in the 1930s in the Soviet Union had 
a strong impact in Poland and Czechoslovakia in the post-war 
years. But while some countries in Eastern Europe submitted to 
the strong Marxist influence in the social sciences, in Czecho- 
slovakia the organisation of archaeological studies (including train- 
ing in philosophy) provided a basis for critical theoretical debate. 
In Scandinavia, the growth of anthropology and sociology in 
Norway in the 1950s and 1960s provided a historical context 
which prejudiced Norwegian archaeology in favour of an early 
acceptance of Anglo-American New Archaeology. The ability to 
accept the external ideas derived from the internal influence of 
social anthropology, human geography and ecology which created 
a new platform for development. The early growth of feminist, 
Marxist and critical perspectives can also be linked to social and 
political conditions in Scandinavia. 


Conclusion 


As I placed Kossinna’s book back on the shelf I felt more able 
to see it in a broader context. His ideas and their later use are 
only extreme examples of a general European experience in which 
archaeology is actively embedded in social life. Even the reaction 
against ideological misuses of the past and the retreat into descrip- 
tive culture-historical accounts can be seen to be historically con- 
textual. As Cleuziou et al. note in Chapter 5, the history of 
theories used in archaeology cannot be separated from the concrete 
conditions of practical research or from the social functions of 
archaeology in society. 

The European experience also shows that we can accept that 
the past and archaeology are socially embedded while retaining a 
commitment to scientific methodological rigour. It offers a range 
of hermeneutic and critical perspectives which allow the linkage 
between society and science to be followed. We do not need, as 
archaeologists, to feel that the only alternative to positivist process- 
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ual archaeology is a hopeless slide towards relativity and chaos. 
European traditions demonstrate a range of satisfactory possibilit- 
ies between the two extremes. Thus I would disagree with Shanks 
and Tilley's (1987a) view that archaeological data represent no 
more than a ‘network of resistances’ against which our socially 
constituted minds deploy. Rather, the experience of archaeological 
data and the patterning observed in the past do more than resist 
our ideas; they help create them. The antiquity of human activity 
in Europe, the sequences of change through time, the contrasts 
between European, Near Eastern and other regions, have all 
contributed to our understanding of ourselves. If the data had 
been different we would understand ourselves differently. The 
continuities we claim with the past have in part been created by 
that past. Archaeological science involves a dialectical relationship 
between past and present. The hermeneutic circle is not a vicious 
one. 

My dominant impression as a result of editing this volume is 
that archaeology is always socially engaged. This is a different 
perspective from that which prevails in North America. It also 
implies that we cannot write the history of European archaeology 
in simple culture-history — processual — post-processual terms. 
Most countries in Europe with their varied institutional and politi- 
cal contexts have followed quite different trajectories which 
emphasise Marxism or history or both. Indeed my two main 
further impressions of European archaeology concern the overall 
acceptance of the centrality of historical enquiry and the wide- 
spread incorporation of Marxist theory. In these two ways again 
European archaeological theory differs from its North American 
counterpart. Because of these various characteristics, European 
archaeology has a distinctive role to play in wider theoretical 
debates. 
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THEORY IN SPANISH 
ARCHAEOLOGY SINCE 1960 


J. M. Väzquez Varela and R. Risch' 


Introduction 
J. M. Våzquez Varela 


In Spain, as in other West European countries, archaeological 
theory and methodology have undergone important and at times 
very rapid changes since 1960. Various socio-political, economic, 
academic, geographical and cultural factors in Spain have neverthe- 
less meant that the pace and pattern of this evolution have been 
somewhat different from elswehere. The archaeołogical literature 
published in Spain during these years (consisting of over 10,000 
articles and books) reveals both constant trends and certain very 
sudden changes. In general, a very traditional attitude to archae- 
ology was maintained throughout the 1960s and the first half of 
the 1970s, but this was followed by a highly complex situation in 
which a variety of schools and tendencies coexisted, not always 
peacefully. This second period gradually generated a fruitful pro- 
cess of dynamic reappraisal that has gone beyond the mere imi- 
tation of foreign models. 

One of the main influences on the dynamics of archaeological 
thought in Spain during the last thirty years has been the country's 
political situation. Under the regime headed by General Franco, 
which lasted until 1975, certain attitudes were frowned upon by 
the authorities, who thus blocked the introduction of alien theories 
and the development of models (especially Marxist) that went 
against official ideology. Related to this political environment, the 
prevailing university system, based on deference to the authority 
of the academic establishment, favoured certain kinds of tra- 
ditional, routine research rather than theoretical innovation, epis- 
temological analysis and methodological creativity. This tendency 
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was exacerbated by archaeology’s academic classification among 
the humanities, which preserved it from the influence of the 
natural sciences. Furthermore, at a time when che trend in the 
rest of the world was for prehistoric studies to court the natural 
sciences and anthropology, the subject of prehistory was divorced 
in Spain from ethnology, with which it had hitherto been associ- 
ated in history faculties. Other factors tending to sustain tra- 
ditional archaeology have included economic limitations in the 
fields of education and research (a chronic problem shared by 
other disciplines), which have prevented investigation on a scale 
that would do justice to the enormous archaeological wealth of a 
country whose geographical structure has favoured the develop- 
ment of such an intricate cultural mosaic. In addition, geographical 
proximity to France, which had traditionally strongly influenced 
Spanish culture (twenty years ago, French was taught in all Span- 
ish schools and universities, English in practically none), aided the 
introduction of theories and methods originating in French centres 
of learning. 

Although some of these factors are still at work, traditional 
archaeology has been increasingly challenged over the last decade 
by a more vigorous, innovative and stimulating way of thought 
that entered Spain by two main routes: Spanish studies of Ameri- 
can archaeology, which inevitably involved exposure to — and 
discussion and appraisal of — English and American influences, 
especially that of the New Archaeology; and the presence in Spain 
of many foreign researchers attracted by the country’s archaeolog- 
ical wealth. European scholars have indeed long been visiting Spain 
to study questions of interest for Western Europe as a whole, to 
the extent that in Madrid there is a permanent centre (the German 
Archaeological Institute) for German archaeologists, most of 
whom have concentrated on proto-history and the Classical 
period. The French have also carried out many studies here, 
especially on the palaeolithic. In recent years, however, the Euro- 
peans have been joined in Spain by Americans investigating the 
middle palaeolithic, the Cantabrian upper palaeolithic and south- 
eastern Spanish proto-history. This influx of archaeologists rep- 
resentative of a wide variety of different schools (American New 
Archaeology, the German tradition, and various strains of French 
thought) has naturally had a great influence on the archaeology 
practised and preached by the Spanish themselves. Together with 
the development of American anthropology and the introduction 
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of anthropology as a distinct academic specialism in Spanish uni- 
versities, it has allowed the continued presence of traditional 
archaeology to be accompanied by the growth of an ‘anthropologi- 
cal archaeology’ defined largely in terms of scientific method 
rather than anthropological theory. This new approach was for a 
long time based somewhat slavishly on the New Archaeology, but 
is now beginning to develop theories and methods of its own that 
testify to its increasing maturity. 

The exploitation of the sources of intellectual inspiration men- 
tioned above has been encouraged and aided by the great changes 
in Spanish society in recent years. In particular, the advent of 
democracy has brought with it numerous advantages for scientific 
research: a climate of political and ideological freedom tolerating 
debate; a reform of the university system that aims to promote 
research and accepts the authority of individual academics within 
their fields; the provision of more funds for research; an improve- 
ment in the social status of all kinds of research activity; and 
greater interest in things Anglo-American, from life-styles and 
language to scientific methods and theories. All this has allowed 
the birth of anthropological archaeology (in the sense defined 
above of scientific methodology) alongside traditional archaeology, 
which though remaining faithful to its original postulates is itself 
beginning to undergo an apparent metamorphosis so as to adapt 
to the new intellectual climate. The coexistence of traditional 
archaeology and anthropological archaeology is not without its 
tensions, with traditionalists scorning anthropologists as ‘theor- 
isers’ and anthropologists disparaging traditionalists as ‘potologi- 
sts’ (cacharrólogos). Add to this the traditional rivalries between 
different universities and regions (Spain has seventeen semi-auton- 
omous territories) and it is possible to get some idea of how 
dynamic (some would say chaotic) the current situation is. In this 
simmering melting-pot of schools and approaches, the reappraisal 
of methods and theories in the light of the great variety of topics 
tackled has begun to result in the appearance of a number of 
studies with a peculiarly Spanish stamp. 


Spanish Archaeology from 1960 to the 1970s 


At the first congress of Spanish Anthropologists, held in Seville 
in January 1973, J. Alcina-Franch presented a paper in which 
he analysed the current situation of Spanish archaeology and its 
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development during the previous decades (Alcına-Franch 1975). 
As characteristics of Spanish archaeology between 1940 and 1970 
he listed the following: 


(1) an almost complete lack of theoretical orientation; 

(2) lack of any coherent programme of research; 

(3) the ubiquitous adherence to a descriptive, or ‘archaeographic’, 
style; 

(4) the absence of all but historicist interpretations; 

(5) deficient consideration of environmental factors; 

(6) the absence of interdisciplinary or multi-disciplinary studies. 


With regard to the first of these points, it was suggested that 
Spanish archaeology in the period 1940-70 was open to exactly 
the same criticisms as Walter Taylor made of pre-war American 
archaeology in 1948 (Taylor 1948). Alcina considered the cause of 
this situation to be the habit of treating archaeology within a 
historicist framework, which made for essentially descriptive, 
unprogrammatic research. A survey of the latest volumes of five 
of the most important Spanish archaeological and prehistorical 
journals (Ampurias and Pyrenae, published in Barcelona; Archivo 
de Prebistoria Levantina, published in Valencia; Cesaraugusta, 
published in Saragossa; and Trabajos de Prebistoria, published in 
Madrid) showed that of a total of 172 articles considered, 63 per 
cent were merely descriptive (reports of archaeological material 
recovered by excavation or studies of collections or individual 
pieces), with no attempt at greater generalisation than the analysis 
of a few typological series; 12 per cent were studies of collections 
of coins, inscriptions, etc.; and only 10 per cent were historio- 
graphic or concerned with historical interpretation. The articles 
teporting excavations or prospections exhibited a total lack of 
theoretical orientation ‘even from the historical point of view, the 
onły one that most Spanish archaeologists, in principle, recognise 
as being of interest’ (Alcina-Franch 1975). 

The acceptance of only the historical viewpoint, i.e. the 
interpretation of archaeological data within an exclusively histori- 
cal or culture-history framework, meant that archaeology was in 
fact used simply to illustrate historical research on high cultures, 
the study of pre- or proto-historic cultures being forced into 
a similar historical mould distinguished only by a concern for 
determining sequences, contacts and typological or stylistic vari- 
ations that were often explained using a diffusionist model. For 
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Alcina, the cause of this situation was the isolation of traditional 
archaeology from the natural sciences and the academic anti-Marx- 
ism attributable to the then current political regime. The only 
signs of reform that he detected in Spain were positive responses 
to the works of Gordon Childe, while other English and American 
theorists were unknown. 

As a reaction against the situation described above, Alcina pro- 
posed the use of the models that were originally the basis of the 
New Archaeology; also that Spanish archaeology, while encourag- 
ing interdisciplinary work and scientific co- operation in general, 
should rest firmly on an anthropological basis, since only anthro- 
pology would be able to provide the theoretical framework so 
sadly lacking in Spanish traditional archaeology. These principles 
he recognised as already having been put into effect in the little 
anthropological archaeology then practised in Spain, most of it on 
American themes. Finally, Alcina expressed his confidence that 
the intellectual evolution and critical capacity of the new gener- 
ations of undergraduates, together with the expansion of anthropo- 
logical studies, would eventually overcome resistance to this kind 
of approach and achieve highly positive results. 

Because of its swingeing criticisms, Alcına’s paper, which 
appeared both in the proceedings of the congress and as a chapter 
in a book of theoretical reflections on archaeology, history and 
anthropology (Alcina 1975), kindled considerable polemic, but it 
proved prophetic as regards the growth of anthropological archae- 
ology, which indeed owes much to his efforts and those of his 
disciples. His description of the situation in 1973 was quite accur- 
ate on the whole, but it would be unfair not to mention here a 
number of precursors. Theoretical meditations on the nature of 
archaeology as a discipline had already been published by Esteva 
(1959) and Alonso del Real (1961), with the conclusion that its 
objectives, programme and methods should be brought increas- 
ingly into line with those of anthropology. Interesting contri- 
butions to anthropological archaeology had also been made during 
the 1940s within the culture-history approach of the Viennese 
school, especially by specialists in the proto-historic peoples of 
the Iberian peninsula. However, the standard-bearer of anthropo- 
logical archaeology in Spain was, and still is, the Revista Española 
de Antropologia Americana, which since its foundation in the mid 
1960s has served to divulge the successive waves of the New 
Archaeology, while classical work in the New Archaeology has 
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since 1970 been made available to a wider university public in the 
Cuadernos de Antropologia Social y Etnologia. 

Not without difficulties (as Alcina had foreseen), anthropologi- 
cal archaeology thus began to emerge beside traditional archae- 
ology as the result of its discussion by the Americanists, the 
penetration of a variety of French tendencies, and the arrival of 
numerous American researchers wishing to apply their theories, 
methods and programmes to the quantitatively and qualitatively 
rich archaeological material available in Spain and so test them 
against the theories and methods of other schools. At the same 
time, the installation of palynological laboratories and C14 equip- 
ment, and greater familiarity with and facilities for the application 
of physical, chemical, biological and mathematical techniques, 
allowed the use of more rigorous methodologies in keeping with 
the theoretical progress. Traditional archacology nevertheless con- 
tinued to be the dominant tendency, as is shown by inspection 
of the literature listed in the Repertorio de Arqueologia Espafiola 
for these years; for in spite of the apparently impeccable presen- 
tation of many reports of excavations or other investigations, with 
their initial enunciation of rigorous working hypotheses, their 
detailed explanation of the methods employed and their painstak- 
ing description of the material recovered {not forgetting lengthy 
appendices listing the results of analysing the finds by physical or 
chemical techniques, etc.), this rigour is often but a thin disguise 
covering what is basically a neo-positivist historicist approach. 
The basic position of traditional archaeology conunued to be that 
described by Alcina in 1973. 

The 1980s have seen an acceleration of change in Spanish archae- 
ology, for alongside a traditional archaeology that is increasingly 
rigorous in its methods but unforgiving as regards its lack of 
critical acumen and engrained historicism, a minority group has 
been increasingly active and influential wherever the new gener- 
ation has attained posts of responsibility as researchers or in the 
lecture halls. As a result, contributions have appeared that are no 
longer slavish imitations of imported models or fashions, but 
instead include an increasing amount of original thought: theoreti- 
cal papers reviewing archaeology as a discipline, epistemological 
essays and numerous articles reporting advances in methods of 
prospection, excavation, physical, chemical and palaeontological 
analysis, and the application of mathematical tools and computer 
techniques. Indeed, the effervescence of Spanish archaeology in 
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these years has meant that these studies have often combined a 
wide variety of theoretical attitudes. 

It should be emphasised, however (personal communication 
from M. I. Martinez Navarrete of the Centre for Historical Stud- 
ies, Madrid), that the revival of archaeological debate in the 1980s 
was largely independent of the discussions around 1975. The initial 
interest in anthropological archaeology had been less towards pro- 
cessual, adaptive and evolutionary theories and more towards 
scientific methods, environmental studies and the like. In the new 
context of the 1980s, the dichotomy which emerged was not 
between history and anthropology but between a traditional 
descriptive empiricism on the one hand and, on the other, histori- 
cal materialism and other explanations using a scientific method- 
ology. The latter was seen as non-arbitrary and hence as liberating 
and radical. In such a context the term ‘anthropological archae- 
ology’ came to have little relevance, and the contribution of pro- 
cessual archaeology continued to be largely methodological or 
technical. 


Theory and Method in Spanish archaeology during the 1980s 


R. Risch 


In general one can say that theoretical awareness in Spanish archae- 
ology started developing at the beginning of the 1980s, mainly 
among a younger generation of archaeologists. This must also be 
understood in relation to social and political changes in Spain at 
that time. These can very broadly be characterised by the political 
instability of the young democracy (in early 1981 the Spanish 
Congress was occupied by military forces, and in October 1982 
the last of a series of military insurrections failed), economic 
difficulties and the strong political awareness and commitment of 
large parts of society (mainly among those social classes and 
groups that most strongly resisted the dictatorship, that is the 
working class, the peasants, national groups like Basques and 
Catalans, and certain intellectuals). 

The sense of creating a new state was expressed in the progress- 
ive nature of parts of the Spanish universities, and surely influ- 
enced questions about the future of archaeology in society and in 
the new Spain. The theoretical and methodological foundations 
of the discipline were discussed, with the aim of developing an 
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epistemological framework in which a more scientific and socialły 
relevant archaeology could be undertaken. 

Traditional archaeology was thoroughly analysed on the one 
hand (e.g. Martinez Navarrete and Vicent 1983), while on the 
other hand the influence of perspectives from the USA and Eng- 
land promoted the beginning of alternative views (e.g. Estévez et 
al. 1981). It is interesting that the influences on Spanish archae- 
ology thus shifted from Central Europe, predominantly Germany, 
towards the English-speaking countries. Traditional archaeology, 
which had hitherto dominated at the institutional level, had 
developed from the foundations of German archaeology, mainly 
concerned with the improvement of excavation techniques and the 
establishment of typological sequences for the prehistoric cultures 
of the Iberian peninsula. An interesting account of what was, and 
still to a certain extent is, traditional" archaeology can be seen in 
the recent book by Antonio Beltrån Ser arqueologo, To be an 
archaeologist (1988). A younger generation of archaeologists, at 
that time mostly still graduate students, considered this approach 
insufficient for their aim of understanding prehistoric societies, 
and started looking tor new perspectives. 

The beginning of this development took place in an atmosphere 
hostile to theoretical discussion, which was considered irrelevant 
to archaeology and was frequently seen as the result of left-wing 
propaganda. An example of this is the ‘reactions’ produced by the 
appearance of Lull’s La ‘cultura’ de El Argar, the subtitle of which 
may be translated ‘A model for the study of prehistoric socio- 
economic formations’ (1983) (on the influence of this work, see 
also Martinez Navarrete 1989). The marginal position of the theor- 
etical debate can be recognised in, for example, the ‘peripheral’ 
character of the universities (peripheral not in a pejorative sense, 
but in relation to economic resources and the numbers of teaching 
staff) that have organised congresses on theoretical issues: Caceres 
(Actas 1985), Teruel 1984 and 1986 (Burillo 1984, 1986), Murcia 
1986 (Jornadas 1986). A more recent theoretical congress, although 
taking place in Barcelona in late 1986, was organised by archae- 
ology students under serious infrastructural difficulties (see Balles- 
tin et al. 1988a: 149-51). These examples show that the discourse 
was struggling not only with the difficulties of the subject but 
also with an often intolerant and unproductive environment. Also, 
and this is an important feature of the evolution of theoretical 
perspectives in Spain, there was a general lack of trends in the 
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discussions other than a generalised apathy and rejection of theory. 
Theoretical awareness was only shown by isolated individuals, or 
by small and marginal groups spread throughout Spain. Thus one 
cannot talk of one centre of theoretical debate in Spain, but only 
of individuals and groups. Nor do I think that one can even speak 
of ‘theoretical debate, understood as the development of ideas 
through propositions, criuque and replies; at least this does not 
appear in published form. Few of the synthetic works which have 
recently appeared on theory and method cite Spanish contri- 
butions, let alone offer any deeper discussion of them (Fernandez 
Martinez 1989; Alcina-Frank 1989). The reasons for this lack, or 
conscious avoidance, of an open scienufic discussion may lie in 
the sphere of the micro-politics of our subject or in the bad 
theoretical training of most archaeologists. 

Nevertheless, the situation has definitely been changing over 
recent years. The creation of a large number of working places 
and departments of archaeology in universities, regional and city 
councils, etc., has opened the possibility for ‘institutionalising’ the 
concept of theory, and giving it continuity in the country. The 
sudden increase of publications and conferences on theory and 
method at the present time signals a new situation. What are the 
reasons behind this change, and has real ‘progress’ taken place? 
Although ‘traditional’ anti-theoretical archaeology still controls 
large parts of the power structures in archaeology, to discuss 
theoretical aspects no longer constitutes an act of radical critique. 
What Lull (1990) called the ‘clandestine’ atmosphere of the early 
years has gone. Yet this does not mean that archaeology has 
become more ‘progressive’, since the power structures and unequal 
distribution of resources and employment, as well as the repro- 
duction of a conservative and elite discourse, are guaranteed. 
Theory’ has been integrated and is now used by the old system. 
This shows that in just ten years a rather complex development 
has taken place in Spanish archaeology which should be analysed 
more deeply. 


Research programmes and areas of interest 


The major change in Spanish archaeology of the 1980s took place 
in the field of research methods and techniques, as a result of 
what Vicent (1984) called the 'technological revolution’. Influenced 
by processual archaeology and the palaeoeconomic school of 
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Cambridge, researchers have shown an increasing interest in apply- 
ing scientific techniques, rather than merely concentrating on the 
recovery of objects and architectural structures. The new methods 
mainly concern the analysis of organic materials, metal objects or 
stone implements, the recording of intrasite distribution patterns 
and systematic field surveying. Nevertheless, these new archaeolo- 
gical techniques are often used in an uneritical way, and are not 
related to any specific questions or theoretical frame for the recon- 
struction of prehistoric societies. The traditional approach remains 
unchanged; only the archaeological record has been extended to 
include new sorts of materials. 

However, an increasing number of research programmes are 
now working with explicit hypotheses on the environment, econ- 
omy and society, as well as with social theories of historical 
change. Examples include the works on palaeolithic cave sites in 
northern Spain (e.g. Gomez 1983; Bernaldo de Quiros 1980; Vila 
i Mitja et al. 1985). In Galicia, Criado et al. (1986) have been 
working on the spatial distribution patterns of megalithic monu- 
ments and settlements from a perspective that attempts to relate 
environment, culture and symbols (see also Bello et al. 1987). 
Specific research on the socio-economic formations of Copper and 
Bronze Age societies has been undertaken by a team from Barce- 
lona in south-east Spain in collaboration with an English team 
(Chapman et al. 1987), and there is a similar project in Mallorca 
(Gasull et al. 1984). Other interesting research is being undertaken 
on the Iberic settlement of the Lower Aragön (Burillo and Pefia 
1984), also using a spatial approach. 

Moving from this level of specific research programmes towards 
a more general perspective, we can observe an improvement in 
the discussion of specific aspects within archaeological theory. In 
this respect the area of spatial archaeology has received most 
attention, thanks to two congresses organised by Burillo and his 
team in Teruel (Burillo 1984, 1986). Although the discussion was 
centred on very general principles, the importance of these con- 
gresses is reflected in the growing awareness of spatial aspects in 
the understanding of prehistoric societies. 

The so-called 'archaeology of death” has also been a focus ot 
Spanish archaeological theory (e.g. Ruiz-Zapatero and Chapa 
1988). After a critique of processual archaeology's approaches to 
the understanding of burial practices, Lull and Picazo (1989) have 
developed an alternative based on historical materialism. The func- 
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tionalist idea of an economic time of labour, separate from a social 
time of labour, is rejected. Instead, tombs and their contents have 
to be related to social cost and relative social value respectively, 
which themselves are conditioned by the general social relations 
of production. Invested labour cannot in their view be defined 
only in terms of effort or energy invested, as labour has an implicit 
social value. Following the same direction, Lull and Estevez (1986) 
developed a statistical analysis that made it possible to establish 
hypotheses about the social structures of the Bronze Age, using 
burial complexes. 


Theoretical perspectives 


Apart from these specific examples of archaeological theory, the 
discussion of a ‘general theory’ for archaeology received close 
attention during the 1980s. The congress of Soria in 1981 (Primeras 
Jornadas 1984) on ‘Methods in archaeology’ can be considered as 
the first time that theoretical issues were discussed on a broad 
basis. Although the general level of discussion was very basic 
compared to what was going on at the same time in, for example, 
England, Mexico or the USA, its fundamental importance lies in 
the fact that it represents a starting point for Spanish theoretical 
archaeology. Some years later the ‘Seminar on new tendencies in 
archaeological methodology’, organised in Madrid in 1985 (unpub- 
lished), had a strong influence on the Spanish archaeological 
debate. The congress organised in Barcelona in December 1986, 
‘Theoretical tendencies in archaeology’, mentioned on p. 32, 1s 
the most important event so far, as it was the first time that 
epistomological issues were discussed in monograph form (Ball- 
estin et ał. 1988a). It illustrates the progression in ideas since the 
first positions taken up in Soria in 1981. Archaeologists and social 
anthropologists analysed from different perspectives the problem 
of archaeological theory and epistemology, archaeology’s role in 
the social sciences, and its present political and social implications 
and difficulties in Spain. 

Today, many works include some consideration of aspects of 
general theory and epistemology. I would mention three main 
currents explicitly developed in this respect, using as criteria their 
relevance to the debate, their specific attention to theoretical prob- 
lems, and their originality in relation to the general development 
of archaeological theory in Europe and America. In this sense, I 
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follow a similar selection to Martinez Navarrete (1989) in her 
recent review of the Spanish theoretical debate. 


(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


Marxist ideas have played an important role ever since the 
beginning of theoretical discussions in Spanish archaeology. 
The socio-political situation of Spain during recent decades 
has been relevant in this respect. Marxism has been discussed 
on a political as well as an academic level, for example, by 
the Communist Party in Spain and it must be remembered 
that as recently as 1979 the now ruling Spanish Socialist Party 
still included ‘Marxism’ on their political agenda. This aware- 
ness of Marxism in society and in the social sciences has 
mainly been represented in archaeology by two working 
teams, one at the ‘Autonomous University’ of Barcelona, the 
other at the University of Jaen. Marxist debates in other coun- 
tries also influenced the new discussions in Spanish archae- 
ology. Thus, neo-Marxist perspectives in French anthropology 
were important. An interesting critique of French neo-Marx- 
ism was conducted by Catalan archaeologists (Ballestin et al. 
1988b). But considering themselves historians rather than 
anthropologists, both the Barcelona and Jaen teams are more 
associated with Latin American archaeological Marxism on the 
one hand, and Italian on the other. Latin America, with such 
archaeologists as Bate, Lumbreras and Muntanć, possibly has 
the most important Marxist tradition in archaeology in the 
western world. In [taly the work of Bianchi Bandinelli and 
his schołar Carandini (see Chapter 3 of this book) is also 
relevant to the developments in Spain. Of course the work of 
Gordon Childe is of great importance too in this respect. 

J. Vicent, from the Department of Prehistory of the Centre 
for Historical Studies (CSIC) in Madrid, has carried out a 
critical revision of the present state of archaeological theory. 
He has introduced the concepts of the Frankfurt School into 
archaeology, and in this way also uses related to a Marxist 
approach. His initial proposal comprises the development of 
archaeological theory through the notion of language”, under- 
stood in an epistemological sense. 

Ą different direction has been taken by C. Martin de Guzman, 
from the Department of Prehistory of the Universidad Com- 
plutense of Madrid. His aim is the formation of an archaeolog- 
ical theory through structuralism, but from a different 
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approach to the one taken by British archaeology in the last 
years. 


Conceptualising archaeology 


In the early stages of the development of an archaeological theory 
one of the central questions was to find an adequate definition of 
the subject and its object ot study. 

In 1981 the group from Barcelona, which was one of the first 
to approach these questions, outlined the need for a more scientific 
archaeology, concentrating on the history and evolution of socio- 
economic formations, the level of development of the productive 
forces and the complexity of their relations of production as seen 
in material remains (Estóvez et al. 1981: 24, 1984: 28). It is impor- 
tant that the Marxist groups emphasise the fact that archaeology 
is a science related to history (Estćvez et ał. 1984: 22; Ruiz et al. 
1986a: 10). 

Lull (1988a, 1988b, 1989), who continued the early theoretical 
work of the group from Barcelona, has centred his work on the 
conceptualisation of what the object of archaeology is. He criti- 
cises the definition of archaeology as the science that studies the 
material remains which societies in all times and places have 
created for their production and reproduction, since it implies 
that the objects of study of archaeology are the material remains 
themselves. This is considered to be wrong because: first, not all 
archaeological materials are of the same order and therefore cannot 
be grouped into the same categories; second, the media of infor- 
mation and the object of study of a science cannot be identical; 
it implies that things have meaning in themselves, which in turn 
implicitly defends a descriptive and positivist archaeology. Rather, 
the real ‘object of study of archaeology is to propose coherent 
representations which, by means of validating theories through 
empirical support, explain the historical meaning of the nature, 
properties and presence of archaeological materials’ (Lull 1988b: 
74). 

For Vicent (1982: 64), following in this case a more anthropo- 
logical perspective, prehistory and archaeology should be con- 
sidered as two different disciplines, which both aim towards the 
same formal object: culture. Archaeology represents the basis for 
the deductions developed by prehistory, in order to understand 
culture in a synthetic way at a general scale (Vicent 1982: 66). 
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Both disciplines have to develop different methodologies. Prehis- 
tory should mainly be concerned with coherent models in the 
field of the social sciences, and archaeology with the method of 
cortespondence between the theoretical model and the empirical 
evidence. 

Martin de Guzman (1984: 40), on the other hand, claims that 
the knowledge of prehistory has to refer to the ‘meaning’ and the 
'structural position” of the material object, seen as the product of 
past societies. Again, this can only be achieved through the build- 
ing of a ‘scientific’ archaeology, which means a discipline with a 
particular theoretical frame (Martin de Guzmån 1988: 27). Its aim 
is to formulate 'logical representations” of past social and cultural 
facts (Martin de Guzman 1984: 53). But in order to achieve this 
true scientific knowledge, archaeology will need a specific para- 
digm, understood as the model par excellence of a discipline 
(Martin de Guzman 1988: 56). This paradigm is urgently needed 
where the empiricist, particularıst and inductivist positions still 
dominate, and where the archaeological object is admired and 
fetishised (Martin de Guzman 1988: 36f.). 

The ‘paradigm’ proposed by Martin de Guzman (1984) for the 
object of archaeology is a 'structural model” with two levels. On 
the first level the model will be concerned with the typology 
and function of the object. On the second level the typological- 
functional context becomes a category of contexts, which expresses 
structural relations and which will be verified by the mode of 
study. "To each material expression of the culture (signifier) corre- 
sponds, at least, one intentional component (signified)’ (Martin 
de Guzman 1984: 53). This relation between ‘signification’ and 
‘significant’ in the artefact allows the object to be considered as 
a sign. These signs tend to imply connotations that transtorm 
them into ‘symptoms’ — because of their reiterative frequency in 
the discourse — or into ‘symbols’ with a metaphorical or metonym- 
ical change sanctioned by the social tradition, and incorporated 
into institutional levels (Martin de Guzman 1984: 48). 

An important part of the analysis of this “discourse of the 
object’ is the ‘non-verbal syntax’, as adapted for example by Leach 
to anthropology. The main problem that arises is that one object 
may contain more than one cultural ‘meaning’, the so-called ‘poly- 
semy of the object’. Only the contextual relations of the objects 
can help to replace them in a cultural structure. The object con- 
ceived as a message would consist of a semantic value which 
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implies a direct meaning (e.g. ashes, flakes, bones), and an associ- 
ated value which arises from its contextual relations, a functional 
incidence and ‘meaning’ (Martin de Guzman 1984: 50f.). The aim 
of the discursive analysis (logicał and theoretical) is to define the 
dimensions of structural complexities, as well as significant and 
regular patterns in the archaeological register, in order to reveal 
their structural function. Thus, established ‘chains of equivalences’ 
allow the definition of structural categories, providing an eco- 
nomic and social meaning. It is important to note that this linguis- 
tic-structuralist approach, presented around 1982 (Lull 1990), goes 
in a similar direction to the cognitive and contextual archaeology 
in England which was unknown in Spanish archaeology. 

The group of Jaen has offered a different method of conceptual- 
ising the archaeological object, by creating a contextual theoretical 
matrix in which the artefact is seen as a ‘product’ (Ruiz et al. 
1986b). For the development of an operational theory of the 
‘product’ in archaeology, they start from Clarke's analyucal 
approach, rejecting Binford’s neo-functional view of the artefact. 
The artefact, seen in its context of disposition and deposition, 
becomes a product. This allows us to study the technical relations 
of production: "The technology as part of the economic structure, 
transforms the artefact into the effect of a process of labour, and 
consequently into a product whose use value has to be dis- 
tinguished (Ruiz et al. 1986b: 67). What follows is a development 
of spatial categories in relation to the theory of the artefact: 
areas of production, consumption and exchange. Yet this relation 
between space and object should not result in a typology of 
products in the way Clarke proposed, because the same artefacts 
can appear at different levels (consumer good, object of exchange), 
and because a typology would not help to reconstruct the socio- 
economic processes. Therefore it is important to propose a 'theory 
of the means of production’ as well as a ‘theory of the product’. 
The first would be, as Carandini considered, more related to a 
technological level, the second more to social relations. 

A macro” level of spatial analysis gives rise to the historical 
concept of the socio-economic formation as a political and eco- 
nomic territory, which is the state (Ruiz et al. 1986a: 59). As such 
it has to be explained by a double theory, on the one hand in 
spatial terms, and on the other in political terms. 

An important feature of these early critical approaches is the 
emphasis on using analytical categories for the description of the 
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archaeological record in order to avoid the impressionist character 
of descriptive traditional archaeology. In this respect Clarke's 
work was very influential, and his analytical concepts were also the 
basis for the development of the new archaeological terminology 
(Estevez et al. 1981, 1984: 26). 


Metbodology 


According to the initial definition of archaeology as a ‘science’, it 
was of prime importance to develop a methodology, and to discuss 
the epistemological foundations of archaeology. The agreement of 
all the authors in this respect must be seen in the light of the 
dominating view of archaeology as a catalogue (Vicent 1988) and 
of its complete lack of explicit methodological foundations. 

As their theoretical ‘manifesto’, Reflections from a non-inno- 
cent archaeological project” implies, the team in Jaén centre their 
critique on traditional positivism which regards data as innocent, 
and value-free science as possible (Ruiz et al. 1986a: 9). 

For Vicent (1984), epistemological research involves comparing 
an existing project with a possible one which is better adapted to 
the formal and theoretical objective of the discipline. The defi- 
nition of both ‘real’ and ‘possible archaeology’ is undertaken at a 
twofold level. A ‘genera! level’ will mainly work out a meta- 
language with which we can describe and compare different theor- 
etical and methodological problems of prehistory. This possibility 
of developing a rational reconstruction aims to make explicit the 
logical determinations of our discourse (Vicent 1984: 73f.). A 
‘restricted level’ involves the discussion of the specific epistemo- 
logical problems of the discipline and the self-correction of its 
research programmes. As a result of the problems arising from 
both levels, it appears that in a programme of epistemological 
research the ‘general level’ can only be used as a frame of reference 
for the ‘restricted level’, which has to determine, at least partially, 
our meta-language (Vicent 1984: 79). Also on the ‘restricted level’ 
problems arise from the lack of explicitness of our discipline. 

More recently, Vicent has attempted to show the possibility of 
developing this alternative philosophy of archaeology on the basis 
of ‘Critical Theory’. ‘Scientific knowledge appears before us as a 
social product, whose sense depends on its relation to non-cogni- 
tive interests of the social praxis’ (Vicent 1988). Such a ‘critical 
philosophy of archaeology’ is based on the concept of the ‘negative 
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dialectic’ as conceived by Adorno, that is the implicit negation of 
a global sense of archaeological praxis beyond the subjective and 
objective conditions in which it develops (Vicent 1988: 4). The 
aim is to reveal the ‘false consciousness’ of archaeological praxis 
that arises between the perception of archaeological activity and 
the implications in reality. This ‘false consciousness’ appears in 
the New Archaeology as the acceptance of the unquestioned 
absolute of a normative epistemology within a model of scientific 
rationality. 

Lull (1988b) gives to the concept of ‘representation’ a key role 
in the development of an epistemology suitable to archaeology. 
Scientific representations should be formal and systemic models 
with factual implications, which establish the dialectic relation 
between the fact and its scientific comprehension. In such a model 
there should be no contradictions between the logical bases which 
sustain it (formal sphere) and the archaeological patterns (factual 
sphere), the whole procedure being legalised through the method- 
ology (Lull 1988b: 71). The representation should establish the 
causes of the structural relations between subject and object 
through a definition of the world that considers the dialectic 
between them both. The ‘representations’ we generate about the 
past are objective models formulated in the present, in order to 
understand the past. They are strongly influenced by the context 
in which they are being produced and, therefore, do not imply 
truthfulness, even if their internal structure is coherent. On the 
other hand, theory does not only try to understand reality, but 
also to transform it; this means that it is important to distinguish 
between theory and method. Ideology may be the motor of scien- 
tific theories, but the method itself, through which ideas are tested, 
must be independent (Lull 1989: 23). Often in archaeology, hypo- 
theses are verified not through their empirical implications but 
through other hypotheses. The result is that rather than scientific 
discussions, ideological debates take place in the discipline. For 
Lull, the solution to these problems can only emerge through the 
use of a ‘dialectical methodology’. Knowledge is understood as 
the dialectical process between what we think about reality and 
reality itself. Therefore what has to be formalised is the dialectic 
relation between theory and practice, which is the actual process 
of knowledge (Lull 1989: 16). The aim should be to show the 
relation perception-idea-reasoning. Finally there is an emphasis 
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on the ethical condition of archaeology, that we should make our 
theories, and the method used, explicit. 

Martin de Guzmån (1984) tries to link the idea of culture as 
language with the nomological-deductive method. Valid expla- 
nations require that, first, the ‘principle of relevance’ and, second, 
constrastability should be fulfilled. Nevertheless, the ‘notion of 
grammar” appears as a method which is better suited to cultural 
phenomena (Martin de Guzmån 1984: 56), because of the differ- 
ences between the social and the natural sciences, and their differ- 
ent concepts of ‘objectivity’. The latter results from the difficulties 
of using ‘experiments’ in the social sciences, as well as from the 
implications of social scientists working in their own cultural 
context. 


In synthesis it would seem legitimate to base an epistemology 
of archaeological models on the systematic study of the corre- 
spondences between syntactic and semantic concepts. These 
contain or imply the contexts (and the relations) cerufied by 
means of excavation directed through a previous plan where 
the important cultural, economic, institutional, environmen- 
tal, etc. issues are being questioned. 

(Martin de Guzman 1988: 35) 


Reaction to external debate 


Finally, it is important to study the reaction of archaeological 
theory in Spain towards the theoretical debates in Britain and the 
USA, mainly concerning ‘processualism’ and ‘post-processualism’. 
The theoretical debate in Spain started late, basically when the 
‘paradigm’ (Martin de Guzman 1988) of processual archaeology 
was being revised in its countries of origin as well as in Latin 
America (see e.g. Gandara 1982). But it is interesting to realise 
that when Spanish archaeology became aware of the theoretical 
debates, it developed them in a plurality of directions. Approaches 
coming from the English-speaking world have been criticised and 
improved, as in the case of Clarke’s analytical categories, rather 
than just adapted as fixed models to Spanish archaeology. 

In ‘Archaeology as archaeology’, also presented at the Theoreti- 
cal Archaeology Group (TAG) Conference in Britain in 1983, the 
Barcelona group (Estévez et al. 1984) emphasised the status of 
archaeology as a science in its own right, clearly distancing them- 
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selves from the anthropological perspective of the New Archae- 
ology. Bintord’s divisions of a society into economic, social and 
ideological levels were rejected (Estévez et al. 1984: 26) in favour 
of hierarchically interrelated levels in å given socio-economic for- 
mation. The idea of ‘spatial archaeology’ was criticised as unable 
to explain the synchronic/diachronic relations of an object (which 
depended on the socio-economic formation in which it was pro- 
duced), and as unrelated to a social theory. 

Vicent severely criticised processual archaeology on an epis- 
temological level, as well as through its application to prehistory. 
Processualism has insufficiently discussed the relation between a 
general epistemology and prehistory, accepting in an unreflecting 
way the concepts of ‘philosophy of science” as developed for the 
physical sciences which are mainly based on ‘laws’ and on norma- 
tive methodological procedures. For Vicent it would first be neces- 
sary to find a language in which laws” are a significant grammatical 
category (Vicent 1984: 84ff.). Instead, New Archaeology has not 
considered that the hypothetico-deductive programme represents 
a speculative and analytical conception of a reality which can only 
manifest itself phenomenologically. As a meta-theory developed 
for physical systems, all models proposed for the social sciences 
would be mechanical, and are therefore, and here lies the funda- 
mental question, deterministic’ (Vicent 1982: 48). The scientific 
rationality on which processualism is based was never questioned, 
and the idea of science was simply equated to the adoption of the 
hypothetico-deductive method. Philosophical discussion in archae- 
ology is reduced to propositions concerning the interpretation 
of hypothetico-deductive categories in archaeological terms. Yet 
culture cannot be understood as a mechanical system because its 
explanation is possible neither in terms of physical facts, nor in 
terms of causality. Culture, for Vicent, can only be comprehended. 
Lull’s (1988b) development of a ‘theory of representation’ in 
archaeology has also to be seen in relation to the critique of the 
‘hypothetico-deductive’ method sustained by processualism. 

Nevertheless, the ‘critical learning process’ of Spanish theoretical 
discussion has not followed the lines of English ‘post-processual’ 
archaeology either. Even the structural approach of Martin de 
Guzmán, which shows conceptual similarities, clearly differs in 
questions of methodology. Vicent, who proposed to conceptualise 
cultural phenomena through the notion of ‘language’ from an 
epistemological perspective, understands this in the German 
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tradition of "Critical Theory” rather than in the sense of French 
structuralism from which it was introduced into English post- 
processualism. 

Recently an increasing number of rather critical commentaries 
on post-processual archaeology have appeared. For Vicent, Hod- 
der's (e.g. 1986) theoretical construction is 


directly based on the idealist tradition of historical particular- 
ism. Hodder seems to ignore the fact that a restoration of 
subjectivism, based on concepts such as ‘empathy’ and other 
allusions to a knowledge of history ‘from the inside’ etc., 
requires the supposition of models of rationality opposed to 
a radical perspective of the critique of archaeological knowl- 
edge. By transforming the subjectivity of the individual, its 
‘empathetic’ capacity, into the final reference of archaeological 
knowledge and its validation, the knowledge is directly under 
the control of all the interests that form the subject as a social 
individual. 

(Vicent 1988) 


For this author processualism and post-processualism are two 
competing versions of the same conservative tradition in the social 
sciences (Vicent 1990). Through processualism a new version of 
positivism became the dominant paradigm, and with Hodder a 
renewed post-modern form of the old relativist and idealist dis- 
course is presented. Other criticism of post-processualism (Ruiz 
et al. 1988) has concerned its lack of a coherent and explicit 
theoretical body, its methodological anarchy, rejection of objective 
knowledge, and the acceptance of idealism as an ontological pos- 
ition and as the epistomological base of theory. 

One of the weaknesses of these criticisms is that post-process- 
ualism is too much identified with Hodder’s work (translated and 
better known in Spain than that of other authors who use this 
approach), which itself has been changing rapidly, without too 
much regard to variations in position. But however accurate these 
criticisms are, they express scepticism towards something which 
in the English theoretical debate might be ‘radical’, but which in 
the Spanish context can be integrated in such a way as to revive 
the ‘traditional’ subjective archaeology. Fernandez Martinez (1989: 
267), thinking in scientific circles, even suggests that post-process- 
ualism is returning to pre-processualist positions. 
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A critical outlook 


A theory implies ‘radicalism’ or ‘conservatism’ not just in itself 
but in relation to the political and social context in which it 
is produced, as well as to the scientific and political praxis it 
demands. 

While in the situation of the early 1980s practically any theoreti- 
cal proposal would have supposed a challenge to the traditional 
archaeological community, today the terminology ‘hypothesis’, 
‘verification’, ‘deduction’, etc., is of common use. Although the 
idea of ‘theory’, even in a Marxist version, has been integrated 
into archaeology, its conservative character has not changed in 
general. This implies that something which is exposed as ‘critical’ 
within a former frame of reference may no longer be so. In this 
sense the revisions of post-processualism through other critical 
positions are superficial because they do not take into account 
this new situation. 

Especially where archaeological praxis is concerned, little has 
changed since the 1970s and early 1980s. The number of exca- 
vations has increased, but the results and the specific process of 
research remain in the private domain of many archaeologists. On 
the other hand, in the last ten to twenty years, ‘treasure hunting’ 
has increased rapidly in connection with international networks 
of clandestine — or not so clandestine — trade in antiquities. With 
the growth of industrial activities as well, many sites have already 
been destroyed and official protection in fact is normally non- 
existent. But ‘professional archaeology’ remains mostly indifferent 
and shows no sign of taking a committed attitude in order to 
force the official institutions to take measures. Finally, and not 
unrelated to the previous points, one should mention the absence 
of communication between archaeology and the rest of society. 
The archaeological community generally remains more interested 
in the maintenance of its elitist positions and the reproduction 
of its privileges than in the social relevance it could claim by 
offering a critical view of the past in relation to the present. On 
a political level, the archaeological institutions have returned to 
their entrenched positions after the short period between the 
end of the dictatorship and the mid 1980s. This process corre- 
sponds to the general political evolution of what was formerly an 
alternative left-wing party but which now supports the govern- 
ment. 
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While from a ‘reformist’ perspective it is difficult to doubt 
that the overall situation of archaeology (jobs, finances, etc.) has 
improved, basically because Spain has become a richer country 
and wants to reach the ‘European standard’, it should also be 
clear that the initial dynamism has decreased. Some recent publi- 
cations even give the impression that the consequence is a retro- 
gression or impoverishment of theoretical development in Spanish 
archaeology: while the early publications, however open they may 
be to criticism, contained original approaches moving in a plurality 
of directions, the recent works (e.g. Fernandez Martinez 1989) are 
superficial copies of the ‘knowledge’ that circulates in archaeology 
in Engłand and the USA, with few original contributions to the 
Spanish or English theoretical debate. 

This new situation for theory should lead, in my view, to a 
different approach to post-processual archaeology, one which 
includes elements of non-conformity towards the dominating 
structures, Also the fact that the recent changes in Eastern Europe 
are resulting in a general shift towards more conservative positions 
in the social sciences should induce us to reconsider our route to 
a critical and committed Spanish archaeology. This would be more 
constructive than limiting the discussion to problems of theoretical 
and methodologicał inconsistencies. On the other hand there are 
plenty of possibilities for developing a ‘radical’ discourse: eco- 
nomic orthodoxy still dominates most archaeological models; 
although Spain has important ecological problems with historical 
origin, environmental studies are still descriptive approaches and 
no socio-economic ecological perspective has been developed; the 
cultural heritage and the problem of what to do with it have 
not been considered from an alternative position; but feminist 
archaeology is starting to develop (Picazo and Sanahuja 1989) as 
well as discussions on the role of education in archaeology (Barda- 
vio Novi 1990). These are just some examples of the alternatives 
which exist and are possible. It does not mean that the classical 
radical approaches, mainly Marxist, have lost their revolutionary 
potential, only that it will be necessary to question their present 
form and context of application. Finally Spanish, and more widely 
Mediterranean (also including North African) and Latin American 
social thought has produced a marginal and critical tradition suf- 
ficient to develop its own approaches, rather than just to reproduce 
out of context the models of the English-speaking world which 
are now so much in fashion. The aim should be to widen and 
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diversify international communication, which is still very poor 
and controlled by particular ‘bosses’, while ‘capital’ finds it ever 
easier to cross borders. 

The development of Spanish archaeology shows that ‘radical- 
ness’ or ‘marginality’, and what is considered as such, has to be 
questioned continually. But questioning does not mean wholesale 
rejection of valuable approaches. A specific feature of the Spanish 
marginal discussion has been its emphasis on the epistemology 
and coherence of archaeological models, and a critical attitude 
towards archaeology in general. Inside the country even though 
the idea of theory may have become integrated, archaeology resists 
thorough revision. Outside, and especially in the context of post- 
processualism, the Spanish discussion on theory can suppose an 
interesting contribution to a critical discourse whose main weak- 
ness has been its method. I therefore think that the present con- 
ditions should lead us to use and adapt all the possibilities we 
still have for the development of critical or radical approaches in 
archaeology; this can only take place through communication and 
discussion on an international scale. 


Note 


1. The first part of this chapter, by J. M. Vazquez Varela, was wanslated 
by I. C. Coleman of the Translation Service, Instituto de Idiomas, 
University of Santiago de Compostela, Spain. 

The author of the second part, R. Risch, wants to thank V. Lull, 
M. Martinez Navarrete and M. Ruiz Parra for their helpful and 
interesting comments on the original text, and the bibliographic infor- 
mation provided. Many thanks also to I. Hodder, M. Shackle and A. 
Walker, who corrected the English, and to Juan Vicent for infor- 
mation on his research. As ever, sole responsibility for faults and 
confusion lies with the author. 
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THE ITALIAN PERSPECTIVE 
ON THEORETICAL 
ARCHAEOLOGY 


Bruno d'Agostino! 


At the beginning of the twentieth century Italian culture was 
dominated by positivist thought which saw the experimental 
method as the only valid approach to scientific research. The 
epistemological basis of the human sciences appeared no different 
from that of the natural sciences, and a lively interest was taken 
in ascertaining the possible correlations between these two fields. 
Within the archaeological arena, this situation hindered the estab- 
lishment of a rigid division between prehistory and proto-history 
on the one hand and Classical archaeology on the other, to the 
clear advantage of the latter. In fact, studies of prehistory paid 
more attention to ecological problems, to the collection of those 
excavation data which could cast light on the relationship between 
humans and their natural environment. It was customary for that 
relationship to be deduced from analyses of human bones and of 
animal and vegetable remains. Besides, even though field research 
often left much to be desired, there was a clear understanding of 
the stratigraphical method which constituted an obligatory stan- 
dard of reference. 

In this climate of opinion it seemed natural that an archaeologist 
could move freely from prehistory to the Classical period, and, 
among the more informed proponents, that the archaeological 
method could legitimately be applied to everything investigable 
by means of excavation. 

The most significant figure in this picture is Giacomo Bon. 
Director of the excavations in the Roman Forum and on the 
Palatine from 1902, he undertook the excavations of the proto- 
historical cemetery of the Forum, accurately documenting all 
aspects of the burial place, from the shape of the grave to the 
appearance of the wooden casing, from the position of the 
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accompanying grave goods to the nature of the human, vegetable 
and animal remains. He began to apply a rigorous stratigraphical 
method to the complex archaeological stratification which had 
continued without interruption from the tenth century BC to the 
time of the Renaissance. In the Palatine excavation he paid equal 
attention to the frescoed Roman houses under the Domus Flavia 
as to the Renaissance layout of the Farnese Gardens. 

This conception of archaeology did not last long, yet it left an 
important mark. For example, many of Giacomo Boni’s character- 
istics came together in the person of P. Orsi, another great archae- 
ologist who dominated the scene in southern Italy and Sicily 
during the first three decades of the twentieth century. Neverthe- 
less, the situation began to change very quickly, for two main 
reasons. The first can be attributed to a profound alteration in the 
cultural climate. Since the first decade of the twentieth century, 
the influence of idealist thought from the Hegelian tradition had 
begun to make itself powerfully felt through the works of Bened- 
etto Croce. 

Crocean idealism, which was characterised by a strongly his- 
toricist sense, conceived of history as the history of ideas and 
therefore coincident with philosophy: history, inasmuch as it is a 
product of the spirit, could alone be the basis of true knowledge. 
From this derived the primacy of the human sciences, following 
a tradition which had both a Hegelian matrix and deep-seated 
roots in the Italian philosophical tradition, particularly in the 
thought of G.B. Vico. Thus a strict division was created between 
the natural and the human sciences. Besides, there hung over the 
latter the fierce Crocean prejudice against sociology, which was 
considered to be a farrago of generalisations without intellectual 
validity. So the way was barred to any possible encounter between 
the study of the ancient world and sociology: a union which had 
rendered the French cultural tradition so productive under the 
impetus of sociologists such as E. Durkheim and M. Mauss, and 
of ancient historians such as G. Glotz and L. Gernet. 

It 1s undeniable that the influence of Croce had negative effects 
on archaeology. Prehistory was the first area to be damaged, being 
unable to justify its reconstructions through the study of ancient 
literary sources: it came to be seen as the illiterates’ way to science. 
This prejudice caused a rigid separation between prehistory and 
Classical archaeology: the underlying prejudice against empirical 
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research and the experimental method was reflected in the poor 
quality of field research. 

Nevertheless, it would be unjust to regard the Crocean experi- 
ence on balance as a purely negative one. The historicist concep- 
tion put an end to evolutionary determinism, typical of positivism, 
and opened a wide conceptual door to an understanding of differ- 
ent cultures and artistic expressions foreign to Classical culture. 
Here, the Crocean aesthetic, which defined art as a prelogical 
intuition expressed in a directly mediated way in the form of a 
poetic fragment, had an extraordinary importance. 

It is difficult to say at what point archaeology, a discipline little 
inclined in Italy to reflection upon method, directly experienced 
the influence of Crocean thought. It certainly felt the cultural 
influences of the contemporary bourgeoisie, who found a higher 
and more systematic expression in Croce's thought. 

As a result of this new climate, prehistory and Classical archae- 
ology took two completely different paths. While the former 
strengthened its ties with the natural sciences, Classical archae- 
ology increasingly tended to identify itself with the history of 
ancient art, understood as the history of great personalities and 
of masterpieces viewed outside their context. Thus it ultimately 
ignored the fundamental aspects of Crocean historicism, by lapsing 
into an evolutionary view which recognised abstract perfection in 
the art of Periclean Athens. 

The changes in the cultural climate were accompanied by impor- 
tant historical events. From the beginning of the second decade 
of this century Italy became involved in colonial ventures, which 
reached their peak in the fascist era with the creation of the 
‘empire’. The task of colonial archaeology became that of demon- 
strating the Roman spirit” of conquered regions, by way of monu- 
mental excavations at Lepus Magna, Sabratha, etc. The measure 
of worth was quantity, to the total exclusion of quality: scientific 
interest gave way to propaganda. The rhetoric of ancient Rome 
and its imperial eagles conferred on archaeology the character of 
an ostentatious display. The archaeological activity in the colonies 
also exercised a deleterious influence on much that was going on 
in Italy. 

In this situation, for instance, a decision was taken at the end 
of 1938 to carry out high-speed excavations in ancient Ostia in 
preparation for the 1942 Universal Exhibition, which in fact was 
never held because of the Second World War. The same circum- 
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stances made possible the creation of the Via dell’Impero, which 
involved digging up the Imperial Forums and demolishing an 
entire district of Renaissance Rome. All this allowed ‘the decisive 
union of ancient Rome with modern Rome, the resurrection of 
the ruins and their new symbolic participation in the life of the 
state” in the words of the director of the German Archaeological 
Institute, L. Curuus. 

It must be said that not all archaeology accommodated itself to 
the new standards of working, nor did all archaeologists submit 
to serving fascism. At least one shining example upheld the scien- 
tific and moral standard of the discipline, namely U. Zanotti 
Bianco, doctor and sociologist before he became an archaeologist, 
who was sentenced in 1934 to police confinement at Paestum. In 
this situation, together with P. Zancani Montuoro, he dedicated 
himself to investigating the celebrated Sanctuary of Hera at the 
mouth of the Sele river. Their excavation of the sanctuary, con- 
ducted with the same methodological rigour as in the great Euro- 
pean excavatory operations, served to redeem the image of Italian 
archaeology during those years of provincialism and domination 
by rhetoric. 

The downfall of fascism came about in a climate of strong 
ideological tension: yet the ołd guard of archaeologists loyal to 
the regime succeeded in extricating themselves completely 
unscathed, still retaining uncontested control of the positions of 
power. The figure of R. Bianchi Bandinelli dominated in this 
disheartening scene. Trained in Central Europe, he had begun his 
scientific career at the beginning of the fascist period. However, 
his European cultural dimension, and continued interest in what 
was developing in the capitals of international culture, had enor- 
mously extended his own range of observation, thus placing him 
at the heart of the cultural debate. 

Bianchi Bandinelli had no desire to be a theoretician of culture, 
nor would he have accepted being identified with one particular 
school or rigid philosophical position. Yet in the immediate post- 
war period he decided to join the Italian Communist Party, feeling 
the necessity to make clear the eminently practical character of 
this choice. Perhaps precisely because he was a free spirit Bianchi 
Bandinelli always proved ready to understand and try out new 
approaches in so far as they appeared useful in illuminating the 
problems he encountered. This interest in what was new enabled 
him to mediate not only between archaeology and the other 
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human sciences, but also between the Italian experience and the 
most profitable ideas emerging in the European arena. His train- 
ing, which was of a Central European type, had as its point of 
reference the School of Vienna and the thought of A. Riegl. In 
this environment artistic expression was seen as an aspect of gen- 
eral culture. Interest centred on the complex relationship between 
artistic expression and the taste of an environment and an era. 
The concept of taste (Kunstwollen) relativised artistic expression 
since the latter could assume very different forms according to 
the society which gave rise to it. This conception, which Riegl 
had tested in the study of artistic craftsmanship of late antiquity, 
enabled Bianchi Bandinelli to understand forms of artistic 
expression regarded until then as ‘marginal’ and inferior to Classi- 
cal art, for example the art of archaic Greece and Italic art. 

In the study of artistic expression in the Italic world, the archae- 
ological culture of the 1930s oscillated between two extreme pos- 
itions, both of which were incorrect: according to Classical culture 
of an academic stamp, it consisted of infantile creations without 
formal dignity. On the other hand, the archaeology of the regime, 
in its search for 'national roots”, exalted Italic art as an expression 
of an original and 'anti-Classical taste. It was to Bianchi Bandinel- 
ls credit that he opposed both these simplifications in order to 
investigate thoroughly the complex relationship between Etruscan 
and Italic art on the one hand and the figurative culture of the 
Greek world on the other. His most important work, a collection 
of essays written before the Second World War, was Storicita 
del? arte classica. This title had a twofold significance. First, it 
emphasised the historical character of ancient art and its formal 
changes consonant with the deep-seated processes of the trans- 
formation of society. And second, it signified that the artistic 
production of the Greek and Roman world was founded upon a 
tradition which formed the element of continuity and solid humus 
in which all innovations took root. This continuity differentiated 
Greek from Italic art; the latter had, from time to time, devised 
expressive new modes, but never managed to organise them into 
coherent language. 

The encounter with the aesthetic of Croce, coming at the begin- 
ning of the 1930s, was like a bolt from the blue, but not unprob- 
lematic. With its romantic stance and exaltation of poetry as a 
lyrical intuition situated outside time, the Crocean aesthetic was 
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unable to satisty for long the desire to discover through the work 
of art the complexities and tensions of the society of the time. 

Even more important was the encounter with Marxist thought. 
This had ancient roots in Italy, and since the beginning of the 
century had given birth to a tradition endowed with its own 
particular physiognomy. However, the influence of Marxist 
thought on Italian intellectuals after the Second World War was 
particularly significant, due primarily to the writings of Antonio 
Gramsci. This Sardinian political theorist distilled his philosophical 
speculations and reflections on Italian culture and society above 
all into his Prison Notebooks. Fortunately, these were rescued 
from fascist censorship and published in 1947. If the Marxist 
vulgata was inclined to present history as a produce of economics, 
Gramsci regarded the link between economics and culture, and 
between structure and superstructure, as dialectical. If it is not 
possible to ignore socio-economic analyses in the study of cultural 
phenomena, it is also true that culture itself often anticipates and 
modifies processes which are current in actual society. In the 
historical field Gramscı united this ability to rethink the Marxist 
tradition with a strong interest in traditions and popular culture. 
He directed his attention to the existence of diverse levels of 
culture and expression which operated in specific ways within a 
particular society. Although the culture of the ruling classes was 
certainly the official one, it lived in continual tension with other 
languages specific to the subordinate classes. This conception 
turned out to be extremely productive in the study of Roman and 
Italic art, and permitted Bianchi Bandinelli to place its foundations 
on a new intellectual footing, while recognising an ever stronger 
bond between society and culture. Bandinelli died on 17 January 
1975, having demonstrated in his most recent contributions a new 
concern for structuralist method as a complement to historical 
analysis. 

A variety of experiences enriched his methodological armoury, 
but Bianchi Bandinelli remained, and always wished to remain, an 
art historian. His aim was to show the articulations and transform- 
ations of society through the analysis of figurative language. Eco- 
nomic and social history, which formed the background to his 
research, became the principal topics of interest for many of his 
students during the 1960s (e.g. F. Coarelli, A. Carandini, M. 
Torelli, N.F. Parise). Italy had emerged decisively from the tunnel 
of post-war reconstruction, and, as in other European countries, 
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was in the process of building up an affluent capitalist society. A 
deep dissatisfaction, ethical even more than political, drove young 
intellectuals towards Marxism. At first, the new climate was felt 
to be a reaction against divisions betwen disciplines, and a lively 
interest was shown in the reconstruction of those aspects of the 
ancient world such as its economic and social history which tra- 
ditional archaeology and even ancient sources left in obscurity. 
Even in the study of the ancient world, Marx’s conception of the 
forms of production assumed a central role. The essential task 
appeared to be that of establishing those connections which, in 
any specified economic and social structure, related the producers 
and the means of production. At first, the attitude was one of rigid 
orthodoxy, with more or less explicit recourse to the succession of 
forms of production as described in Marxist texts, and a strong 
emphasis on economic processes. 

These ideas were particularly apparent in the sphere of influence 
of the journal Dialoghi di Archeologia founded in 1967 following 
an agreement between Bianchi Bandinelli and a group of young 
peopłe, many his former students. The journal constituted a 
unique phenomenon in the Italian archaeological scene. The mem- 
bers of the editorial board were in fact elected and responsible to a 
group of young 'friends of the journal”. In addition to its scientific 
contributions, the journal contained a political section, written by 
the friends”. In this way the rules of the consortia came to be 
challenged, by opening up for discussion the formation of laws, 
the distribution of finances, and irregularities in the organisation 
both of archaeological training and of the tutelage of the Cultural 
Properties. 

Particularly important in the history of the journal was the 
conference on the beginnings of the Greek colonisation of the 
west. This took place at Ischia in 1968 and resulted in a rapproche- 
ment between Classical archaeologists and scholars of proto-his- 
tory (e.g. R. Peroni) drawn together in a productive collaboration 
with historians of the ancient world (e.g. E. Lepore). This was 
not a one-off collaboration but had strong motivations which 
ensured its survival. An interest in the socio-economic aspects of 
the ancient world had brought Classical archaeologists to a new 
conception of archaeology as the history not so much of ancient 
art as of material culture. In this way Classical archaeologists 
rediscovered the importance of typology, and of the techniques 
of seriation of handmade artefacts in everyday use. Thus the work 
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of the Classical archaeologist became similar to that of the scholar 
of prehistory or medieval archaeology. It seemed as if the barri- 
cades erected during the first decades of this century had at last 
been broken down. This situation was doubtless favoured by the 
activity of such scholars as R. Peroni, who aimed at superseding 
the typological-definitory approach in order to historicise prehis- 
tory. Historians of antiquity such as E. Lepore must be given 
credit for the acceptance among archaeologists of the anthropologi- 
cal method. 

The concept of material culture was new to Italian archaeol- 
ogists, even though it had long been part of the culture of other 
countries, such as East European countries. A. Carandini can be 
credited with introducing this new concept of archaeology into 
Italy in a pamphlet which appeared in 1975. This was the first 
book to reflect upon the archaeological situation and its signifi- 
cance in a country in which traditionally no love had been lost 
between archaeology and theory. 

The new interest in material culture necessitated a drastic reap- 
praisal of the significance and techniques of archaeolgical exca- 
vation. In this field indeed there had been no attempt at valid 
theoretical reflection in Italy since the writings of G. Boni at the 
beginning of the century. The routine procedures of the Superin- 
tendencies (central government archaeological authorities) lacked 
scientific foundation most of the time. Carandini is responsible 
for introducing into [taly the open area method, which in Great 
Britain had for some time usefully replaced Wheeler's method. 
The appearance of Caradini's treatise on the technique of exca- 
vation, and the translation in the next few years of the principal 
contributions to the subject from abroad, profoundly altered the 
Italian archaeological scene, bringing significant improvement in 
the average quality of operations, even in the troubled area of 
rescue excavations. 

Before discussing the latest developments in Italian archaeology, 
it is necessary to say something about what happened in the area 
of prehistory after the Second World War, since here also current 
developments have their roots in that period. 

The tradition of G. Boni and P. Orsi, who rejected the separ- 
ation between prehistory and the Classical world, was carried on 
by L. Bernabó Brea, who had dominated the Italian scientific 
scene from the 1940s to the present. In the field of prehistory he 
has been responsible for such fundamentally important excavations 
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as the cave of the Arene Candide near Finale Ligure, those at 
Lipari, and the scientific systematisation of the excavations at 
Poliochni (Lemnos). As a result of these fundamental operations 
and others too numerous to mention, this Genoese scholar has 
resystematised the prehistory of Italy, Sicily and the Aegean. His 
excavations and publications relating to Sicily and the Magna Grae- 
cia of the Classical era have been equally important. Essential to 
Bernabó Brea's stance is the rejection of every cultural fashion. 
So also is the use of whatever heuristic tools seem appropriate for 
the reconstruction of the historical picture, from the arguments 
provided by diffusionism to the use of typology as an instrument 
for defining the facies and their succession in time. For him it is 
important constantly to compare the data documented by archae- 
ology with the traditions about ancient peoples handed down by 
Greek and Roman writers, in the attempt to historicise prehistory. 

Very different is the approach of S.M. Puglisi. For a long time 
he occupied the chair of prehistory in the University of Rome, 
accumulating an outstanding group of students. He also has ranged 
freely over a wide geographical and cultural area, from Italy to 
Africa and the Anatolian plateau. Puglisi, however, has been less 
inclined to grand systematic syntheses and more interested in 
problems connected with the interpretation of archaeological evi- 
dence. His work shows traces of the ideas which in those years 
were being developed by V. Gordon Childe. For Puglisi also, the 
characterisation of a culture cannot be limited to the simple defi- 
nition of a typological repertory of handmade artefacts: culture is 
primarily the way in which a human group organises its economic 
behaviour and its relationship to the environment. In this respect, 
the definition of a facies on the grounds of the typology of hand- 
made artefacts is of secondary interest. A typological inventory is 
the product of a specified economic and social structure, and can 
recur over a long period where the structural conditions remain 
unaltered. Thus it is not possible to establish tout court chronologi- 
cal equations between similar facies. On these grounds he believed, 
for example, that the typical facies of the Bronze Age persisted in 
Puglia well after the threshold of the first millennium, preserving 
unchanged the formal repertory of the second. In a volume pub- 
lished in 1959 Puglisi expressed more fully his ideas about the 
Bronze Age culture which developed over many centuries 
throughout a large part of the Italian peninsula. He proposed a 
global reconstruction of this civilisation, in its cultural, economic 
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and productive aspects, as well as in its process of formation, 
which he sought to explain, not in terms of diffusion, but on the 
basis of what was then known of preceding local facies. His 
attempts at reinterpreting each class of handmade artefact in 
relation to the prevailing mode of production was also important, 
thus correcting the symbolico-religious interpretations which were 
then prevalent. Using these new interpretative models he showed 
how archaeology could make a valid contribution to the recon- 
struction of the economic basis of an ancient society. 

In essence, Puglisi’s approach was inspired by an orthodox 
Marxism in line with that of Childe. His attention to problems 
of methodology became an effective stimulus in an archaeological 
scene little inclined to concern itself with theory. This became 
even more explicit, and to some extent dominant, in his students, 
who have retained his essential characteristics (e.g. M. Tosi, A. 
Palmieri, A. Cazzella). Their presence on the cultural scene has 
had a marked impact in recent years; this brings us to the last 
fifteen years. 

In this period, in line with a world-wide trend, the most pro- 
gressive branch of Italian archaeology has been entirely dominated 
by anthropology. The divisions within anthropology have become 
more marked, and so in this respect the story of Dialoghi di 
Archeologia is typical. 

This journal, in the sphere of proto-history, was first engaged 
in the attempt at a global reconstrucuon of the life of ancient 
communities by some very interesting experiments, particularly 
those relating to Rome and Latium. Interest in bio-archaeology 
has favoured the study of the complex relationship between human 
communities and their environment; at the same time the attention 
to settlement strategies and multicausal processes gave greater 
breadth to attempts at historical reconstruction. Behind these new 
directions in research are the pioneering studies by H. Mueller 
Karpe and R. Peroni on the political and social structuring pro- 
cesses within proto-historic communities. These scholars under- 
took the analysis of the necropolises with methods based on 
typology and the seriation of contexts. These methods, which 
nowadays would be hastily dismissed as ‘Monteliusian’, facilitated 
a new approach to proto-history. Adherence to the models of the 
New Archaeology matured at the same time as it began to lose its 
momentum in the United States and the most advanced European 
culture. The result was a kind of closure against any life still 
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remaining in the Italian post-war cultural tradition. The necrop- 
olises which provide fundamental and controlling evidence tor the 
studies of proto-history are now examined by the use of quantitat- 
ive criteria and mathematical formulations, seeking in them a direct 
mirroring of actual society. In spite of these reservations, there is 
no doubt that this kind of research is contributing to a period of 
considerable methodological reflection, which imposes a new 
rigour on the treatment of data and on the verification of models 
for the study of ancient communities. 

A different conception of the anthropology of the ancient world 
was maturing slowly in the sphere of influence of the Dialoghi di 
Archeologia from the end of the second half of the 1960s. N.F. 
Parise had initiated this conception by his reading of Mauss and 
Polanyi, who enabled him to see the problems of the origin and 
significance of coins in the ancient world in a new light. A specific 
stimulus in this direction had come from ancient historians. Also, 
at that time, the culture of the Left in Italy, as in France, was 
undergoing an important process of methodological revision: at 
the centre of the debate were Marx's writings on precapitalist 
economic structures. In French anthropology, this led to the con- 
clusion that economics should not necessarily be regarded as the 
immediate driving-force of the social dynamic in pre-capitalist 
societies. To be sure, even simple communities are affected by 
economic factors, but these are mediated through other mental 
categories such as religion or family relationships. This reformul- 
ation of Marxist thought, due principally to M. Godelier but 
clearly inspired by Louis Althusser, made it possible to enlarge 
the field of enquiry considerably, by attempting a reconstruction 
of ancient societies, including even those aspects which had been 
relegated to the superstructure. This was the context of a meeting 
of scholars working in the Centre des recherches comparées sur les 
sociétés anciennes, directed by J.P. Vernant. The study of the 
ancient mentality is carried out here according to procedures out- 
lined in the 1930s by L. Gernet. These were developed in original 
ways by a very diverse range of scientists, each with a strong 
individuality, such as Vernant himself, P. Vidal Naquet, N. 
Loraux, Å. Schnapp and others. The inspiration of the sociological 
tradition of Durkheim and Mauss, and of the psychology of his- 
tory of Meyerson, was combined with the Lévi-Strauss’s structur- 
alism which was particularly alive m scholars like M. Detienne. 
Most stimulating for archaeologists was the realisation that, by 


62 


THE ITALIAN PERSPECTIVE ON THEORETICAL ARCHAEOLOGY 


studying the ancient mentality and changes in the conception of 
reality, it was possible to get a feel for the great socio-political 
and structural transformations. For the scholars of the Centre, as 
already for L. Gernet, interest focuses on the moment of birth of 
the Greek polis and the great changes which accompany it, in 
religion and law, in philosophical and scientific thought, in art 
and in literature. 

For the archaeologist, this engagement with the study of ancient 
societies opened a new field of enquiry, alternative to that of the 
material culture proposed by Carandini. The latter had correctly 
put forward as evidence the ‘unintentional testimony’ appropriate 
to archaeological documentation. This definition was adequate for 
the ‘everyday refuse’ contained in the strata which cover an ancient 
settlement. But alongside this kind of evidence, there is another, 
which, by contrast, is invested with the maximum of intentional- 
ity. For example, in necropolises and tombs, each element, from 
the arrangement of the burial-places to their shape, from the 
funerary rites to the choice and disposition of the grave goods, 
has been considered and arranged in advance for the moment of 
highest social performance in the ancient world, i.e. death. Study- 
ing a group of tombs or a necropolis involves the reassembling 
of a system of structured signs which represent the society of the 
living in its social and functional hierarchy. It is not, however, a 
mechanical type of mirroring; rather the representation is organ- 
ised according to its own rules. These can reflect relationships to 
the real, or render them in a reversed way, transformed, so that, 
between the real and its representation, there is established a 
metaphorical type of relationship. In reconstructing the system 
and understanding its relationship with the real, what counts is 
the analysis of qualitative differences. It would be illusory to rely 
upon quantitative criteria and statistics as if they reflected tout 
court the articulations of actual society. 

The stimulus provided by the study of the ancient mentality 
has led, in Italy as in France, to the pursuit of iconographic and 
iconological research. In this connection, there existed in Italy the 
important tradition of research associated with the name of Bianchi 
Bandinelli, also responsible for publicising in Italy the methods 
of research employed by the school of Vienna and the followers 
of A. Warburg. An important contribution in this direction has 
been made by M. Taddeı with his iconological studies of Indian 
art. A new field has been opened up in the study of the figurative 
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cycles of Greek and Italic tombs by A. Pontrandolfo and A. 
Rouveret. By applying the semiological method to this kind of 
evidence, they identified various systems of funerary represen- 
tations which have complex implications for social and cultural 
history. This current in Italian anthropology, which is keeping an 
attentive but critical eye on the experiments of the New Archae- 
ology, has remained substantially faithful to the Italian Marxist 
historicist tradition. It emphasises both the synchronic and dia- 
chronic dimensions in the search for a point of equilibrium 
between structure and history. 


Note 


This chapter was translated into English by Margaret A. Wilson. 
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THE POWERFUL PAST: 
THEORETICAL TRENDS IN 
GREEK ARCHAEOLOGY 


Kostas Kotsakis' 


Introduction: A Historical Perspective 


For a small country like Greece, archaeology has always had a 
much more central role than in other European countries. Even 
though European archaeology had constantly identified itself with 
the reconstruction of a European past (Leone 1982a; Trigger 
1984), in Greece this past had at a very early stage acquired a 
social and political significance of a very high order (Skopetea 
1984). This concern with the past — ‘our past, as most of the 
Greek scholars of the nineteenth century would have it — was not 
only a central theme of the Greek intellectual background at the 
end of the eighteenth century (Dimaras 1985) but also a firm 
political issue with obvious links with national patriotic aspir- 
ations. 

Archaeological monuments were soon to become the very 
emblems of the new Greek state which emerged after the struggle 
against Ottoman rule in 1821. One of the symbolic acts which 
vividly describes this close relationship was the restoration of a 
Parthenon column drum to welcome King Otto, the Bavarian 
prince who was assigned to the throne of Greece, to his new 
capital Athens in 1835 (Skopetea 1984: 179). But even before this 
symbolic act of ideological unity between the classicist ideas and 
the expression of state power, the emerging Greek state had 
already announced its determination to ensure the protection of its 
‘antiquities’ — which in the terms of the period meant exclusively 
monuments of the Classical Greek past — through concrete admin- 
istrative measures (Kokkou 1977: 39-46; Petrakos 1982: 16-19). 
State patronage was thus officially introduced into Greek archae- 


ology. 
65 


ARCHAEOLOGICAL THEORY IN EUROPE 


Greece was clearly not the only European country to fetishise 
its past in order to add the necessary colouring to the dominant 
ideology. The post-Napoleonic era in the early nineteenth century 
witnessed, throughout Europe, a marked increase in nationalistic 
sentiments backed by the romanticism prevalent at the time (Trig- 
ger 1984: 358). Archaeology was very soon enlisted into the ser- 
vice of the glorification of the past and a very definite patriotic 
content was included. However, what is perhaps unique in the 
case of Greek archaeology is that this ideological use of the past 
had at least two distinctive aspects: one is the upsurge of national- 
istic feeling which turned the focus of interest to the monuments 
and history and also a whole set of cultural phenomena (Politis 
1984); the other is an active international concern for the Classical 
Greek past, stemming this time not from an ethnic relation but 
from a conception of a definite cultural descent. So, to use Trig- 
ger's terms (1984), archaeology practised in Greece by Greeks 
and foreigners was from the beginning nationalist and imperialist 
respectively. As a consequence, there was very little room left 
for any original approach which would escape this dichotomous 
impasse. 

It is not at all my intention here to discuss the complicated 
problems of the formation of Greek national consciousness, 
especially in relation to attitudes concerning the integration of the 
past in the political and ethnic models of the nineteenth century 
(Skopetea 1984). It seems, however, that for certain social strata 
of the emerging Greek society at the beginning of the century the 
realisation of the ideological potential of a glorious past was not 
exclusively linked to the European romantic movement. Rather, 
the romantic movement found fertile ground in an already exist- 
ing, albeit somewhat loosely compiled, set of ideas claiming links 
with the ancient Greeks. Thus, in contrast to the romantic move- 
ment, this attitude did not refer to Greece as described by the 
classicism of the time, but as a part of a long tradition stemming 
from the final centuries of the Byzantine era and established during 
the long dark period before the nineteenth century (Svoronos 
1981: 58; Dimaras 1985: 124-36; contra Mango 1965, 1984), What 
perhaps romanticism made more explicit was the need to oper- 
ationalise this tradition by bringing in concrete factual evidence. 

At the turn of the century the picture of Greek archaeology 
was therefore fairly complex. The dominant ideology (Leone et 
al. 1987) projected from the new Greek kingdom was modelled 
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on a direct kinship with the past. Within this ideology one can 
find expressions of conflicting social groups: that of the emerging 
middle class as well as the administrative elite with roots in the 
eighteenth century was one element (Svoronos 1981: 31-64, 924; 
1987: 218-36), but there was also, though at times suppressed, the 
almost spontaneous prescientific conception of care for antiquities. 
This deeply embedded folk consciousness is presumably a partial 
result of the tradition implied above (Skopetea 1984: 180-81). On 
the other hand, the concern of the European centres of archae- 
ology with Greece emphasises a definite split in this historically 
structured set of ideas by introducing the scientific standards of 
the time. For a considerable number of active Greek archaeol- 
ogists, this simply meant nothing other than provincialisation, 
which would inevitably result in an even more introverted and 
ethnocentric scientific attitude (Skopetea 1984: 182). So in the case 
of Greek archacology — as well as history and folklore studies — 
the dominant ideology, under the banner of national identity, 
reinforced both directly and indirectly by the foreign interest in 
Greek antiquities and taking advantage of the positive disposition 
of the people, emerged as a belief in diachronic continuity in 
Greek history, a unity in space and time, showing minimum 
interest in any other aspect of it (Kyriakidou-Nestoros 1978: 
44-6), 

There was indeed very little chance of including in this strict 
ideological model anything that would not establish a direct conti- 
nuity with the Classical Greek past, since anything else was either 
disregarded or seen as an unnecessary complication. The Middle 
Ages in Greece provide such an example: only late in the nine- 
teenth century was their significance generally recognised among 
scholars and intellectuals (Dimaras 1985: 398—400; Skopetea 1984: 
166-9) while official interest in the fate of the monuments of the 
period had to wait until the foundation of the Byzantine Museum 
in Athens in 1914 (Kokkou 1977: 283-6). The fate of prehistoric 
archaeology was similar, with the possible exception of the part 
which could either be related to proto-history through legends 
and the Homeric poems, or seen as a prelude to the Classical 
civilisation (Tsountas 1928). The discussion by Tsountas, the foun- 
der of Greek prehistoric archaeology (1909: 390-5), of the close 
relationship between the neolithic ‘megaron’ and the Classical 
doric temple is particularly enlightening in this respect. It proved 
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that the quest for continuity could be extended both ways, for- 
wards and backwards from the Classical pivot. 

Even more serious consequences for the development of Greek 
archaeology can be discerned in the power and self-sufficiency of 
this ethnocentric ideological construct. Being a solid paradigm 
for research, it literally legitimised the absence of any theoretical 
discussion. The focus of research was sufficiently well defined: 
diachronic continuity, which after a certain stage became common- 
place enough not to require proof, at least not in archaeology. 
Continuity had more or less become normal science in the Kuhn- 
ian sense (Kuhn 1970), and was therefore considered self-evident. 
Instead, it was sufficient to treat these cultural traces as though 
they had some important content, immediately useful and relevant 
to modern Greeks for a variety of reasons (see e.g. Karouzos 
1967; Romaios 1955). Most often this concern was sought in a 
history of art (Karouzos 1961) based on the Hegelian German 
tradition of Riegl and Wölflin (Whitley 1987). 

From this point of view there was no particular urge for Greek 
archaeologists to follow European theoretical orientations. There 
was no universal application to begin with. Archaeology simply 
did not seem to be concerned with abstract human activity on å 
world-wide scale or with abstract historical process. Human his- 
tory, a central theme in countries like England with a leading 
international political role at the time (Trigger 1984: 364), was of 
no concern to Greek history. Greek archaeology was in fact defin- 
ing itself and its audience with much more modest limits in mind. 
The idea of progress, closely related to the middle classes (Trigger 
1981), social evolutionism and its negative image — diffusionism 
— prevalent in Europe (Daniel 1963; Trigger 1978, 1980), the 
environmental determinism of Ratzel (Earle and Preucel 1987), the 
historical particularism of Boas (Harris 1968) in its archaeological 
aspect, left Greek archaeology almost completely unaffected. Some 
more or less remote echoes of these shifting paradigms are barely 
recognisable in Greek anthropology no earlier than the first quar- 
ter of the twentieth century (Kyriakidou-Nestoros 1978: 99-120). 
In the case of archaeology, one had to wait even longer. 

I will not attempt to deal further with the historical formation 
of the body of beliefs and ideas that constitute Greek archaeology 
and its interpretative apparatus. It would require much more 
extensive treatment and documentation of the impact the political 
history of modern Greece had had on the position of Greek 
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archaeologists in Greek pre- and post-war society, the role of 
Greece itself in relation to the hegemony of foreign countries, 
even the consequences of the defeat of the left-wing movement in 
the civil war of 1946-9, to name but a few. Last but not least, 
this attempt would require a survey of the degree to which differ- 
ing groups of individuals accept the dominant interpretation of 
the past (Hodder 1986: 167), in other words an evaluation of the 
reliability of the dominant ideology itself. 

This introductory discussion is meant to show that what has 
often been described as the lack of theory in Greek archaeology 
(Chourmouziadis 1978; 1986) is not simply the result of Greece 
being outside the centres of theoretical innovation. It is also — 
and perhaps most importantly — the concrete result of historical 
processes that from a very early date have tied the reconstruction 
of the past to a specific political programme. It is interesting to 
note in this respect that similar orientations in archaeology have 
been developed in other Balkan countries as well, under the con- 
cept of ethnogenesis (Davis 1983: 419). 

We are nowadays much better prepared theoretically to accept 
the ideological content of our reconstructions of the past and place 
them in their context (Rowlands 1984), although this critique has 
more or less always been part of the standard Marxian discourse 
(Goldman 1969). The elaboration of this argument will take us 
back to ‘Feuerbach’ and The German Ideology (Marx 1976) or 
even to dichotomies like science versus consciousness which do 
not seem welcome any more in certain post-processual quarters 
(Hodder 1987b). The awareness achieved nevertheless is largely 
related to the recent specific affirmation that the reconstruction 
of the past has considerable potential for revealing the deeper logic 
of archaeological interpretations (Hodder 1984; Shennan 1986; 
Shanks and Tilley 1987) or — in its Marxist version (Leone 1982a, 
1982b; Leone et al. 1987) - for ‘[helping] those who write or dig 
the history to become aware of the ideological notions that gener- 
ate modern everyday life’ (Leone 1982b: 754). In what follows, I 
will try to trace this trail of Greek prehistoric archaeology, not 
aiming at a ‘history’ of the discipline, but rather at the critical 
evaluation of its theoretical background. This discussion will not 
include Classical archaeology. The reasons are twofold: on the 
one hand, Classical archaeology has developed into a separate, 
more or less closed system with minimal rapport with develop- 
ments in Anglo-American archaeology (Cartledge 1986; Snodgrass 
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1987). On the other hand, partly as a result of this theoretical 
isolation, prehistoric archaeology is rapidly diverging from an 
accord with the unchanging concepts and practices of Classical 
archaeology (Snodgrass 1987: 2-3). Thus, even in the specific case 
of Greece, where this confined affinity was operative until fairly 
recently, it would no longer be feasible, and would indeed be 
misleading, to discuss them as a single theoretical field. 


The first paradigms in Greek prehistory 


We cannot really speak of the introduction of theoretical para- 
digms in Greek prehistoric archaeology unul after the Second 
World War. The first half of the twentieth century, spurred on 
by the discovery of the Mycenaean and Minoan civilisations (Sher- 
ratt 1980: 13643), was largely characterised by the quest for 
establishing the prehistory of the Greeks. The formal discussion 
was initiated from the well-known article of Haley and Blegen 
(1928) and culminated as late as 1970 in a Colloquium on Bronze 
Age Migrations held in Sheffield (Crossland and Birchall 1973). 
Only one Greek archaeologist took part in the colloquium, S. 
Marinatos (Marinatos 1973a, 1973b). This was probably the last 
official expression of this long argument, which revolved around 
migrationism and diffusionism in a Montelian fashion, and, 
interestingly enough, it was decisively undermined by a model 
of indigenous neolithic development presented there by Renfrew 
(1973b). 

Perhaps the most striking development during this period was 
precisely the assertion of a central role for the identity of prehis- 
toric Greeks. This of course was not surprising in view of the 
ideological horizon which, as described above, had already been 
formed, even though it now often reached the ultimate limits of 
absurdity and inadvertently deflected interest from other sources 
of information. For most Greek archaeologists of this period, 
acting within an administrative structure which did not really 
separate prehistoric from Classical archaeology, bringing the 
Greeks into prehistory was not even a question of diffusion or 
migration, but rather of showing once again the continuity of a 
charismatic culture. In doing this they stated their belief in a 
unified archaeological field based on common objectives. This 
trend was certainly reinforced by studies such as Nilsson’s The 
Mycenaean Origins of Greek Mythology (1932); but reading on 
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to Bronze Age artefacts — of which very little was actually under- 
stood - myths and legends surviving in the Homeric poems or in 
the Classical literature was hardly justified fifty years or more 
after Schliemann's idiosyncratic contribution to Aegean archae- 
ology. Yet it was a practice which died very hard (see e.g. Marina- 
tos 1971). 

Needless to say, during this same period there were archaeol- 
ogists who were pursuing more modest aims, producing neverthe- 
less much more concrete and sound results. A whole body of 
archaeological data was compiled during this period and published 
both then and later (e.g. Mylonas 1928, 1929; Platon 1965). I will 
mention only A. Keramopoullos as a case of remarkable ingenuity 
and inventiveness who nevertheless did not find any followers, a 
telling example of discontinuities apparent in a discipline with an 
atheoretical structure, as discussed above. There is no evidence 
that Keramopoullos was familiar with the works of O. G. $. 
Crawford (1912) or Cyril Fox (1922), but his survey work on 
west Macedonia (1932, 1933) clearly included a diachronic and 
geographical aspect which was without precedent in Greek archae- 
ology at that time. It took almost fifty years before similar work 
was produced, as a result not of the influence of Keramopoullos 
but rather of the survey activities of the foreign archaeological 
schools in Greece. 

Moving away from the domination of these quasi-historical 
interpretations and towards the emancipation of prehistory in 
Greece from its heavy ideological burden was obviously a very 
long process. In an ambitious multi-volumed collective edition 
which appeared as late as 1970 under the title Istoria tou Ellinikou 
Ethnous (History of the Greek Nation”) (Christopoulos et al. 
1970) one reads in the programmatic statements in the preface (p. 
4): 


This continuous march of man on the Greek land through 
milłennia, from the first settlements of the Stone Age up to 
the present day, is followed by the history of the Greek 
Nation. It presents the documented continuity of the Greek 
World, its cultural unity and the internal integrity of Greek 
culture.’ 


And further on (p. 9): 
just as today the annexation of the Creto-Mycenaean World 
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to Greek History is considered natural, so tomorrow every- 
one will accept a truth which is already visible, that the basic 
roots of the Greek Nation and the main components of the 
Greek Spirit are laid in Prehistory! 


Almost 150 years after the romantic Volksgeist, a call to an ach- 
ronic Greek Spirit as an expression of an apolitical Greek Nation 
strikes one as definitely misplaced in time. 

The 'History of the Greek Nation” is notable, however, for 
another reason, that is for bringing together all the active Greek 
prehistorians of the time. Among them D. R. Theocharis, who 
already had a long career in archaeology, was responsible for the 
chapters on the neolithic and the Early Bronze Age (Theocharis 
1970: 32-79, 88-97). With the work of D. R. Theocharis prehis- 
toric archaeology took a considerable step towards recognition as 
a separate and respectable discipline, and not simply as a necessary 
stage preceding the study of the Classical period. His archaeolog- 
ical activity coincided with the post-war period. In many ways this 
was a period of tremendous new possibilities for Greek prehistory, 
although it was also a time of rapid transformation of a society 
which emerged from a ten-year war with countless losses. Fast 
rates of urbanisation and extensive mechanisation of agriculture 
were among the main symptoms of this transformation. They are 
not unknown elsewhere, in both industrialised (Fowler 1982) and 
developing countries (Miller 1980) and they have always posed a 
severe threat to antiquities. The notable increase in archaeological 
activity in Greece which followed the post-war years (Petrakos 
1982: 98) was in part a result of the pressure for the preservation 
of a threatened cultural heritage. 

Prehistoric archaeology, and with it Theocharis as a professional 
archaeologist, were forced to face a number of new problems. 
First was the absolute need for the collection of data, for chron- 
ology, for some sort of systematics. As the principal effort before 
the war was directed towards the Bronze Age civilisations of the 
Aegean, very little was actually known about the Stone Age itself 
(Weinberg 1970: 557). Second came the problems of interpretation 
which were also rapidly accumulating and demanding attention. 
The major incentive was the work done in the Fertile Crescent 
of south-western Asia by the Chicago expedition (Braidwood and 
Howe 1960), which offered an interpretative framework of some 
potential but, even more importantly, led the way towards an 
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elaboration of the concept of the neolithic in its application to 
Greece. It is in this context that one must conceptualise the intro- 
duction in Greece of the literature concerning the 'neolithic revo- 
lution’, mainly that of Childe (1951, 1952). 

Much work had been done in the field in the meantime, 
especially in Thessaly, and the pragmatic aspect of the argument 
was adequately described (Theocharis 1957, 1958, 1962). Backed 
by the German archaeological project of Thessaly which was pro- 
ducing similar results (Milojćić 1960), factual archaeological 
knowledge of the period was quickly moving towards standardis- 
ation, which at the time seemed necessary (Theocharis 1967: 127) 
although it later received much criticism (Chourmouziadis 1971: 
187). In terms of methodology this effort was greatly influenced 
by the practice of V. Milojćić, who was applying what he termed 
a ‘comparative-typological’ method (Milojćić 1949). Obviously the 
method echoes distantly F. Ratzel's and G. Kossinna's ideas (Trig- 
ger 1978: 54-95), but also Childe's approach and the culture group 
concept, although a statement of paradigmatic preferences of some 
sort was tacitly avoided. In fact, the German version, as applied in 
Thessaly, is far more positivistic and pragmatic than the Childean 
historical explanations (Renfrew 1982: 5-23; Kotsakis 1983: 6), as 
we will see below. 

It is not therefore at all strange that the outcome of this dual 
effort was on the one hand to systemause the available evidence 
for the beginning of the neolithic, and on the other to interpret 
the evidence in terms of cultural history (Theocharis 1967). The 
theoretical framework of this interpretative approach is strictly 
Childean (Theocharis 1967: 4, note 2). The title of the principal 
work is also very characteristic: I Augi tis Thessalikis Proistorias 
(The dawn of Thessalian prehistory’), an obvious homage to 
Childe, but also containing the scarcely unnoticeable change of 
‘Civilisation’ in the original, to ‘prehistory’. This is no accident 
of course. It is implicitly explained by Theocharis himself in his 
introduction: 


adding new material .. . seems now more necessary and more 
important than any theoretical conjecture. ... Our aim is to 
start from real facts and not from an interpretative tbeory of 
culture and add to the knowledge of the beginning of the 
neolithic in Thessaly. 

(Theocharis 1967: 5; my italics) 
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I believe that this statement of pragmatic faith is an accurate 
picture of Greek archaeology at the time. The theoretical paradigm 
of Childe’s culture history is accepted, but not without a certain 
reluctance to assume the full responsibility of this commitment. 
The concept of history itself is fundamentally different: it is 
immediately reducible from the facts, no "theoretical conjecture” 
is necessary. As Price has mentioned in his discussion of cultural 
materialism and American archaeology, "History per se constitutes 
an explanans (1982: 736). The explanandum, which in Childe's 
case might be 'social evolution”, was thought to lie beyond archae- 
ology. Materialist prospects on the other hand (Kohl 1981) and 
most of all the Marxist aspects of Childe's sociology (Spriggs 
1977; Trigger 1980) were tacitly rejected or simply ignored. This 
is not an altogether unfamiliar stance for a considerable part of 
the European archaeology of the time (Kristiansen 1984: 74). 
However, in Greece of the post-war years, in so far as the domi- 
nant feature was an extremely unstable political scene, an archae- 
ology of Marxist origins was not always simply a question of 
academic choice. Within this context explanation of the beginning 
of the neolithic in Greece was bound to be what a Binfordian 
would call ‘idiographic’. 

In many ways the introduction of the cultural-history paradigm 
in Greek archaeology, even though the limitations as described 
above were serious, was a predictable development. It was the 
closest possible to what archaeology in Greece has always thought 
itself to be about: establishing the continuity of Greek history. 
Placing the culture model in this framework seemed to fit very 
well indeed. Theocharis himself was reluctant to tackle this prob- 
lem directly in the Augi volume, although he specificałly discusses 
the point in a brief paper in 1969 (Theocharis 1969). Six years 
later, however, in a synthesis of the neolithic in Greece intended 
for a more general audience (Theocharis 1973), he stated: 


Greece is the land where the most ancient cultural tradition 
of the world is continuously active! ... We are not of course 
referring to a racial continuity ... We are simply stressing 
the fact that long-lasting and unbreakable ties are still active 
from the prehistoric times up to the present between the 
people, bearer and creator of this tradition, and the place. 
(Theocharis 1973: 20; author's italics) 


This time the argument is not about something to be proven, as 
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it used to be in the nineteenth or early twentieth centuries. It is 
rather a premise, an axiomatic statement, or even a part of the 
dominant ideology. But one should not fail to notice here the 
explicit diversion from the traditional ethnic model. Now, the 
centre of gravity shifts from an abstract ethnic identity to the 
much more versatile concept of place, the field of cultural activity. 
It is again not devoid of political meaning but it is opening the 
way for å new paradigm resting on the basic functionalist idea of 
a cultural entity functioning in many dimensions. It is clearly 
stated further on: ‘culture... is an organic whole of material and 
intellectual achievements! (Theocharis 1973: 21). Functionalism of 
this kind is not alien to Childe's thinking (Kohl 1981: 91), nor 
even to former Greek ethnological studies (Kyriakidis 1939), but 
it seems more probable that it was introduced in Aegean archae- 
ology as part of an explanatory scheme put forth by Renfrew in 
his influential book, The Emergence of Civilization (1972). The 
system and its subsystems model (pp. 19-23) was the pivotal point 
of this work (Gilman 1981: 2-3) which was specifically cited in 
‘Neolithic Greece’ (Theocharis 1973). Theocharis describes the 
cultural entity in space not in terms of the systems theory per se, 
but nevertheless as the closely interrelated aspects of a single 
culture, the neolithic culture. In the same volume, the treatment of 
ideological behaviour such as mortuary practices (Chourmouziadis 
1973: 201-12), of economic structures such as agriculture (J. 
Renfrew 1973: 147-64), animal husbandry (Bökönyi 1973: 
179-200), together with hints on social structure (Theocharis 1973: 
68-77), echoes very distantly the technomic, sociotechnic and ide- 
otechnic subsystems of the Binfordian arsenal. The subsistence, 
technological, social, symbolic and trade subsystems of Renfrew’s 
Emergence (1972: 21-3) are perhaps less vaguely implied, although 
no specific reference to the relevant literature is given, nor are the 
relevant terms used. 

However, what is different in Theocharis’s reconstruction of 
the neolithic and more generally in the Greek prehistory of the 
time, in comparison with contemporary developments in Anglo- 
Saxon archaeology, is not solely a question of terms. Rather, it is 
the reluctance to accept fully a rigid theoretical framework based 
foremost on a functionalist trend, the definite synchronic charac- 
teristics of which have had minimal hold on Greek intellectual 
tradition (Skouteri 1979). Historical reconstructions, on the con- 
trary, not necessarily understood in all cases — as argued above — 
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in strict Childean terms (Childe 1958), offered considerably more 
time depth, which in the archaeology of the early 1970s was still 
regarded as the essential element for the study of Greek prehis- 
tory. Therefore, the anthropology vs. history debate current at 
the time in the Americas (Binford 1972) and Europe (Clarke 1968, 
1972; Hawkes 1968; Renfrew 1973c) was once again decided in 
favour of history, not because a thorough discussion had taken 
place, but because the stakes of abandoning hastily a long tradition 
of historical reconstruction of continuity were deemed danger- 


ously high. 


The new paradigms: rejection and diversification 


This conservative inertia in the use of the past and the specific 
role of traditionalism in Greek society had been nevertheless at 
times very strongly discredited on the basis of its often conspicu- 
ous — occasionally even blatant — political affiliations (Moshou 
1983: 13-16). It took, however, a considerable span of time for 
these more general sociological remarks to reach archaeological 
discourse. It was only in 1978 — five years after ‘Neolithic Greece’ 
— that a paper challenging the theoretical background of normal 
archaeology appeared (Chourmouziadis 1978). In this paper 
Chourmouziadis chose to counter the arguments of traditional 
wisdom directly, by discussing a crucial problem hitherto com- 
pletely invisible — save for various trivial assertions - in Greek 
prehistory. This is nothing less than the problem of ideology, a 
focal point in recent archaeological theory (Rowlands 1982; 
Shanks and Tilley 1982; Miller and Tilley 1984; Hodder 1986; 
Shennan 1986), but undoubtedly one underexploited at the time, 
or rather almost banished from the vocabulary of the New Archae- 
ology under the charge of psychologism (e.g. Athens 1978: 354; 
Fritz 1978; but see also Friedman and Rowlands 1977). 

It goes without saying that this choice was not unrelated to the 
political connotations that over the long history of Greek intellec- 
tual development had become gradually and inextricably tied to 
archaeological commonplaces. Å radical critique of thus collection 
of epistemological dead-ends would inevitably mean a reaction 
against its political alibis: 


these [social] relations within which . . . these objects are sub- 
jectified (i.e. acquire a historical character) are potential 
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relations which are established only through ideology.... 
This forces me to believe that the archaeological material 
which every systematic excavation brings to light and to our 
disposal should not simply be evaluated in terms of typologi- 
cal or chronological classifications.... A restriction of this 
kind does not advance research towards explaining or even 
simply stating the problems related to a prehistoric settlement 
(a prehistoric social formation) in its totality. 
(Chourmouziadis 1978: 30-1; my italics) 


It is not difficult to recognise in this early emphasis on material 
culture as ideology definite Marxist (or neo-Marxist) tones. The 
idea of social formation, the social relations of production, but 
most of all the concept of totality of explanation, that is of explain- 
ing the deeper economic and ideological structures of prehistoric 
society, are all familiar Marxist analytical categories. They are 
here introduced as a direct rejection of a pragmatic, segmented 
archaeology, which has often been accused of being reducible to 
simple descriptive statements of dubious value. But at the same 
time they are clearly aiming at a radically different conception of 
the past, one that would treat it not simply as a token of an ethnic 
or historic continuity, but as a living reality, paradigmatically 
relevant to the present. 

The concept of ideology itself is largely based on the Althusser- 
lan idea of the materiality of ideology, as described in Positions 
(Althusser 1976). This materiality is sought by Chourmouziadis 
in three distinct social practices (1978: 31). In spite of the use here 
of some jargon from systems theory, such as 'negative feedback” or 
‘homeostasis’, very little of classical systems theory (Clarke 1968; 
Hill 1977) is in fact incorporated. The ‘systems’ in this context 
are not conceived as holistic functionalist devices that maintain a 
predefined stability and equilibrium (Hodder 1982: 3; Shanks and 
Tilley 1987: 52-3) but as entities that embody the driving force 
of the productive process. In this capacity, within the given social 
formation, they are able to transform themselves as well as to 
reproduce themselves with the intervention of ideology and they 
have a definite historical content (Chourmouziadis 1979: 24-7). 
No doubt much can be said also on the Althusserian conceptualis- 
ation of ideology, not least on his academic epistemological dis- 
tinction between science and ideology, as Shanks and Tilley have 
pointed out (1982: 121; see also Benton 1977: 182-92). The under- 
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estimation of the role of contradiction and conflict (Shanks and 
Tilley 1982: 131; Miller and Tilley 1984: 13) as a factor contribu- 
ting to the formation of ideology is a characteristic that is also 
noticeable in the reconstructions of Greek prehistory under dis- 
cussion, But whatever the minor reservations might be (see also 
Lianeris 1982), the fact remains that this paper marks a genuine 
split with a tradition that for decades dominated Greek archae- 
ology. 

The trend becomes even more pronounced with the increased 
influence of the French Marxist anthropologists who take up the 
approach to Marx’s work formulated by Althusser which can be 
observed in later papers by Chourmouziadis (1980; 1981) on the 
‘neolithic mode of production’. The title itself indicates concern 
with the theoretical construction of non-capitalist primitive modes 
of production which is the main theme of the work of anthropol- 
ogists such as Terray (1969, 1975), Godelier (1977, 1978, 1979) 
and Meillassoux (1964), who now appear for the first time in 
the archaeological literature in Greece. The neolithic mode of 
production is treated accordingly in close relation to ideological 
structures active within the social network (Chourmouziadis 1980: 
121-2), although themes from the so-called Marxist orthodoxy 
such as the precedence in the last instance of material productive 
forces over productive relations are nevertheless not conclusively 
rejected (Chourmouziadis 1980: 120; 1979; 1983: 113-14). 

Marxism was clearly the most powerful tool to face the content 
of the historical reconstructions which has haunted Greek archae- 
ology ever since the nineteenth century. It showed if nothing else 
that there was in fact ‘another way of telling’ (Spriggs 1984) which 
had great explanatory potential. But the split I have just mentioned 
badly needed a methodological framework to become operational. 
This was sought in the materialism of the New Archaeology. 

To neolitbiko Dimini (Chourmouziadis 1979) is a major work 
that attempts precisely this difficult task. Just as Emergence 
(Renfrew 1972) before it had introduced systems theory into 
Aegean archaeology, this is in turn an introduction of New 
Archaeology into Greek literature, profuse with references to the 
work of Renfrew, Binford and Flannery, but at the same time 
offering a subtle critique of neo-positivistic empiricism. For 
Chourmouziadis, the basic premise is that the failure of past 
approaches to Greek prehistory is mainly a result of theoretical 
inadequacy. This is a famous Binfordism of course, but Chourm- 
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ouziadis departs quickly from the neo-positivistic pragmatism 
(Kolakowski 1972: 10) by seeking explanations not in quantified 
(Binford 1962; Clarke 1968) or statistical (Salmon 1982) causal 
relationships, but in the parameters that are set by the mode of 
production (Chourmouziadis 1979: 17-19). This is essentially a 
historical approach not in the sense of continuity or cultural ident- 
ity of some sort, but in the sense of the transformations of the 
mode of production which are thought to relate to the changes 
deducible from the archaeological record. Cultural change, a per- 
ennial archaeological problem, especially for Greece as Renfrew 
has aptly demonstrated (1972; 1979; Renfrew and Wagstaft 1982), 
is thus treated not as an adaptive process (Binford 1968) but as a 
result of concrete human actions, socially determined (Chourmou- 
ziadis 1979: 26). 

At first glance there seems to be an unsurpassable contradiction 
between the acceptance of an essentially Marxist perspective and 
the empiricist neo-positivism of the New Archaeology pro- 
gramme. I have already argued how very remote is the relation 
between systems as understood by Chourmouziadis and as applied 
in the New Archaeology. Besides, in this broader sense, the 'sys- 
temic’ character of many neo-Marxist approaches is well known 
and needs hardly any further comment. As Shennan remarks 
(1986: 329), even Friedman and Rowland's model (1977), one of 
the most influential Marxist syntheses of the last decade, has a 
definite systemic character, referring to the systems ideas in 
biology. Chourmouziadis himself discusses only in passing the 
theoretical affinities between the neo-Marxist positions and those 
of the New Archaeology (1979: n. 6). In outlining briefly this 
relationship one can point out that the affinities are based essen- 
tially not so much on an abstract interest in socio-economic pro- 
cess but rather on a more specific materialist approach (Kohl 
1981). It derives from cultural materialism in anthropology (Price 
1982) and shares with it the same rejection of Boas's historical 
particularism and the same inclination for the reconstruction of 
lawful human action. Broadly speaking, this is a common point 
between the two traditions of materialism, Marxist and non-Marx- 
ist — or should one say dialectical and non-dialectical (Harris 1968, 
1978)? And so is the evolutionary perspective an inheritance from 
L. White's materialism (Binford 1972)? 

This last matter requires greater elaboration than I am able to 
give here, and furthermore, in the case of Greek archaeology, it 
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is somewhat beside the point. No explanation, however, of the 
relation between Marxist and New Archaeological paradigms in 
Greek archaeology is complete unless it is plainly understood that 
the motive behind the adoption of theoretical and methodological 
paradigms of this kind was the radical critique of current archaeol- 
ogical practices in Greece in their totality. That was a critique 
therefore which would aim at extending its range in many levels, 
political, ideological and epistemological, and was bound to be, at 
least at the beginning, selective in order to be effective. 

There was a limited but active response to this bold critical 
venture by just a small number of archaeologists of the younger 
generation who tended to group around the journal Anthropolo- 
gika published at Thessaloniki. A similar dissatisfaction with tra- 
ditional paradigms is discernible in their work as well. Most of 
them are working within a Marxist framework (Efstratiou 1982: 
Moshou 1983; Kotsakis 1983; Andreou 1987), others are proceed- 
ing with in what Renfrew (1984) would call social archaeology 
(Pilali-Papasteriou 1989). In the meantime much sound and 
interesting work on different paradigms and novel objectives was 
underway, partly as a result of developments in Greece and other 
countries, partly under the influence of foreign archaeologists 
working in Greece. I will only briefly mention work on archaeo- 
metry summarised by Jones (1986) and ethno-archaeology (Efstra- 
tiou 1985), as well as palaeoethnobotany (Sarpaki 1987) and tool 
analysis (Christopoulou 1979; Moundrea-Agrafioti 1981). Better 
late than never, Greek archaeology was losing its innocence. 

Spatial archaeology on the regional level has had a long history 
in Greece since the early travellers of the nineteenth century. In 
recent years, however, a new impetus has come from the system- 
atic regional work carried out in different parts of Greece 
(Renfrew and Wagstaff 1982; Cherry 1983) and Greek archaeol- 
ogists were not left much behind (Grammenos 1975, 1980; Samp- 
son 1981; Matsas 1984; Fotiades 1985). Intrasite analysis was also 
applied to prehistoric settlements, with an emphasis on formal 
statistical analysis (Konsola 1984; Kotsakis 1987). Several impor- 
tant contributions finally appeared during this period studying 
aspects of prehistoric ideology, usually through mortuary remains 
(Gallis 1982; Koukouli-Chrysanthaki 1985) with an occasional 
pronounced materialistic approach (Doumas 1973, 1977). 
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Conclusions 


There are some general characteristics about Greek archaeology 
one could now point out by way of conclusion. The most obvious 
is its relative reluctance to adopt the theoretical innovations 
coming from the metropolises of archaeology. Although Greece 
— as in many similar cases in the past — found itself in recent years 
in the privileged position of having Renfrew, one of the principal 
theoretical innovators, actually working on Greek prehistory, a 
related adoption of theoretical issues was, with the exceptions 
referred to above, very slow; sometimes the impression of stag- 
nation is even given. This is not of course only a question of 
language barriers, or simply a symptom of the opposition between 
centre and periphery or the provinciality of Greek archaeology. 
After all, as discussed in the introduction to this chapter, 
exchanges to and from Greek archaeologists were always active 
one way or another. There are a number of possible academic 
reasons for this phenomenon which could give a tentative expla- 
nation. The academic system for instance was until recently very 
isolated and had difficulty in renewing itself or accepting inno- 
vations of any kind. It is typical that the first university textbook 
that referred to the modern archaeological literature appeared as 
late as 1982, and still made no specific mention of the work of 
Binford (Zois 1982). Furthermore, the professional employment 
of archaeologists in the Antiquities Service is still so desperately 
slow that the infusion of new ideas into the profession is literally 
minuscule. Bur it will rightly be pointed out that these expla- 
nations are so epiphenomenal as to beg the question. 

What was described in the introduction to this chapter, follow- 
ing Trigger’s classification, as the ‘nationalistic’ character of the 
discipline offers perhaps a much more plausible explanation of the 
asymptotical development of Greek theoretical archaeology. As 
argued throughout this chapter, selecting between changing para- 
digms was only too seldom a question of academic choice. Not 
only did popularised archaeological notions come to be deeply 
embedded in modern Greek state ideology, but they at times even 
became — and still are — part of actual and powerful programmes 
of political and social integration. The restoration of the monu- 
ments of the Acropolis is a good example of an archaeological 
work considered so exceptionally important nationally that 
politicians take an active interest in it. Archaeologists from their 
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circumscribed social position had a limited potential to affect this 
historically formed ideołogical structure. On the contrary, as we 
have seen, there were efforts to bring prehistory into this ideologi- 
cal universe. This was the question of the prehistoric substratum 
of the Classical Greek civilisation, either ethnic, as was common 
before the war, or cultural, as claimed by Theocharis. 

I am not suggesting that the quest for historical unity was 
necessarily a negative trait in itself, or that archaeology should 
become an apolitical pastime. All I am arguing is that the mystifi- 
cation of the Greek past, identified occasionally with powers of 
political oppression, deprived archaeology as a discipline of its real 
explanatory potential and hence of its ability to make a genuine 
contribution to social developments, and forced its theoretical 
apparatus into a relatively single-minded dead-end. It is in this 
social context that one should, I feel, see the reaction against the 
traditional paradigms which was expressed with the introduction 
of Marxist approaches. One should assess the relatively lesser 
influence of the New Archaeology in the same light. To accept 
a pure neo-positivist epistemological paradigm would seem to 
discontented archaeologists a poor antidote for the prevalent politi- 
cal commonplaces concerning the reconstruction of the past. 
Interestingly enough, however, the attack on cultural history, so 
ardently advocated by Binford, found fertile ground as it was 
identified, perhaps too enthusiastically, with a critique of the his- 
torical continuity concept, so very well known to all Greek archae- 
ologists. 

The Marxist criuque of ethnocentrism with all its consequences 
for the ideological content of our reconstructions, as discussed 
earlier in this chapter, actually constitutes a versatile tool for 
opposing this essentially — from a Marxist point of view — ahistor- 
ical, i.e. not related to a specific economy and a specific society, 
‘historic’ reconstruction. On the other hand a generalising 
approach which sees archaeological phenomena not as the manifes- 
tation of general laws with universal value but as instances of a 
regularity which helps the observer to understand the particular 
historic occurrence, certainly makes the distinction between New 
Archaeology and Marxist approaches much clearer; and as it essen- 
tially undermines the history-anthropology dichotomy, it is one 
that, it is to be hoped, will appear more often in the future. 

There has recently been a revival of interest in historical recon- 
struction in archaeology (Hodder 1986; 1987a). Modern Greek 
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prehistoric archaeology, as described on p. 77, will obviously 
proceed further along this path, which one way or another was 
never completely lost. The long-term history and the works of 
Braudel (Hodder 1987a: 2-4) had quite an early impact on Greek 
intellectuals (e.g. Moskof 1972), although this influence did not 
apparently reach disciplinary discourse in archaeology. None the 
less, a plea for the study of the specificity of Greek civilisation, 
just as Childe allegedly made for Europe (Hodder 1986: 86; 1987a: 
4), can very easily be interpreted by Greek archaeologists strug- 
gling to define a new paradigm as a call to return to concepts 
from which they have only just been freed. 


Notes 


1. Numerous colleagues and friends have helped me clarify my ideas 
on the adventures of Greek archaeological theory. In particular I 
would like to thank Professor G. H. Chourmouziadis and Dr S. 
Andreou. Much of what is here presented is the result of the long 
discussions on archaeological theory we have had on different 
occasions. I would also like to thank Dr I. Alexandropoulos and 
Dr A. Moustaka. Thanks are due to Ms Alexandra Alexandrı for 
commenting constructively on my text. Any faults are unfortunately 
my own. 

2. All the Greek quotations in this paper are presented in my translation. 
For the ‘History of the Greek Nation’ in particular I chose to use 
my own translation instead of the publishers’ ‘History of the Greek 
World’ as it obviously alters the focus of its content. 
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THE USE OF THEORY IN 
FRENCH ARCHAEOLOGY 


Serge Cleuziou, Anick Coudart, Jean-Paul 
Demoule and Alain Schnapp' 


Our point of departure is the pressing question put to us by Ian 
Hodder and Chris Tilley in a Cambridgeshire pub one evening in 
March 1986 over an excellent beer: why do French archaeologists, 
who are fortunate enough to speak the same language and breathe 
the same air as Althusser, Bourdieu, Foucault, Lévi-Strauss and 
some others - among them a psychoanalyst whom we have never 
heard of and who publishes onły in very Parisian journals — why 
do these archaeologists use so little theory? We will try and answer 
that question in somewhat more detail than was possible that 
evening, but with two reservations. The first is that we do not 
necessarily feel a bond of solidarity with the entire community of 
French archaeologists simply because we live in France and are 
part of the same nation. We will only try to describe that com- 
munity. The second is that we do not approve — and we will 
return to this — of the uncritical use of the work of these French 
intellectuals by some British and North American archaeologists. 
Indeed, it does not seem to us that applying the label ‘Bourdieu’ 
without further elaboration to a statement as obvious and full of 
common sense as 'a house is the product of ideas conceived and 
implemented as a result of past experience” lifts it to the heights 
of theoretical conceptualisation. Furthermore, it seems to us that 
the history of ideas and of the sciences is not autonomous, and 
that the history of theories used in archaeology cannot be separ- 
ated from the concrete conditions of practical research or from 
the social function of archaeology in a particular country. That is 
why we will time and again return to these different themes. 
To describe the position of theoretical archaeology in France 
seems indeed equivalent to posing the question: "Why is there no 
theoretical archaeology in France?’ In one of the two issues of 
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World Archaeology devoted to regional traditions of archaeological 
research, Audouze and Leroi-Gourhan (1981) titled their contri- 
bution ‘France, a continental insularity’. In this manner they 
emphasised the autonomy of French research with respect to the 
two cultural traditions which have divided the archaeological 
world: the area of the culture-historical typology ( normative- 
distributional” in Binford's jargon) from the Rhine to the Moskow 
River, and the area of positivist anthropology from the eastern 
shores of the Channel to those of the Pacific. But this autonomy 
has not produced a rich crop of original work. The particular 
attention which is paid to excavation techniques, of which French 
archaeologists are sometimes unjustifiably proud, is after all the 
result of a late introduction of methods, British as far as stratigra- 
phy is concerned, German and Russian as far as structures in 
position are concerned. The only original French contribution 
appears to be the very bad economic crisis in which its metropoli- 
tan archaeology found itself at the end of the 1970s, when the 
available resources were only one-tenth of those in comparable 
European countries. It seems useful to us in a volume like this to 
retrace briefly the history of French archaeological research in 
order to show how such a situation could ever have come about. 


The missed paradigm 


Without the slightest doubt, we may attribute the strong sense of 
autonomy of French archaeology to the hidden conviction that it 
is to a certain degree superior. If the nineteenth century is, from 
the perspective of philology and Classical archaeology, dominated 
by German science (Bollack and Wismann 1983), the idea of a 
French superiority finds its roots in the Enlightenment. The fifteen 
volumes of Montfaucon's L'antiquitć expliquée published from 
1716 to 1724, as well as the collection of Antiquitćs ćgyptiennes, 
étrusques et grecques of Cayłus (1752-67), attest to the birth and 
expansion of an archaeological knowledge which held its own in 
what one might call ‘the concert of the human sciences” (Schnapp 
1982). Certainly, Montfaucon and Caylus were antiquarians, rep- 
resentatives of an archaeology which emphasised a direct approach 
to objects, the analysis of monuments outside their context. For 
both of them, the monument is more important than the document. 
Caylus did not limit himself to using antiquities in an illustrative 
manner. He wished to make the study of monuments into a 
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specific means of acquiring knowledge about the past and to 
establish stylistic rules which would permit each object to be 
attributed to a period and to a place. However, because of his 
failure to place objects in a historical perspective, Caylus was 
unable to emulate Winckelmann and write a history which was 
based on more than simply the aesthetic interpretation of works 
of antiquity. But the care taken in collecting the objects, in describ- 
ing them and publishing them, forms the basis of a technical 
knowledge which, through people like Millin (1826), and later 
Reinach, was to be the driving force of French Classical archae- 
ology. 

Why then, notwithstanding this prestigious tradition, did 
French archaeology in the first part of the nineteenth century fall 
behind German archaeology? This is due to the fact that in Ger- 
many the revolution of Altertumwissenschaft had begun, giving the 
philologists a decisive influence in the development of historical 
knowledge, and in the critical exploitation of what was acquired 
in the Renaissance. Philology, the queen of disciplines, secured its 
independence from theology, and affirmed itself as the bright light 
of the German universities, contributing to the construction of a 
scientific field dominated by German models. In its wake trailed 
Classical archaeology which found a place in German universities 
long before such a position was accorded to it in France, Great 
Britain or Italy. 

Such a schematic picture needs elaboration, first because it tends 
to confuse Classical archaeology with archaeology. Certainly, the 
discoveries and the enormous prestige of Champollion and later 
Botta made far from negligible contributions to the birth of Egyp- 
tology and Assyriology (Daniel 1981: 64-81), but orientalism at 
that point in Europe developed more as a cultural area of study 
than as a subfield of archaeology. Certainly, archaeology contri- 
buted to the discovery of sites, monuments and inscriptions, but 
above all it was the interpretation of new languages and the annex- 
ation by history of new cultural provinces which was pre-eminent. 
The philological works of a Champollion or a Rawlinson were 
much more influential at that point than the exploratory work of 
a Botta or a Layard. 

Our analysis suffers from an even graver lack. It does not take 
into account the appearance of the science of prehistory in the 
two pivotal decades between 1830 and 1850 (Laming-Emperaire 
1964). This is a paradox which has troubled archaeology and in 
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parucular French archaeology. As far as his background, his liter- 
ary interests and his culture are connected, Boucher de Perthes 
can in a certain way be connected with the Enlightenment. But 
the prehistoric archaeology which he established, like that of his 
forgotten predecessor Schmerling (De Laet 1981), owed only very 
little to the antiquarians of the eighteenth century. It sprang from 
physical anthropology which had completely different philosophi- 
cal roots. The "natural history of mankind’, as it developed in the 
second part of the nineteenth century, was a natural science 
entirely, which forged its methods in the field by the positive 
analysis of remains. It demanded of experimentation and ethno- 
logical comparison what Classical archaeology demanded of aes- 
thetics. This was a divergence rather than a convergence which 
even today characterises the field of archaeology, but it was also 
a break which explains the radically different objectives of prehis- 
tory and Classical or oriental archaeology in France. Men such as 
Boucher de Perthes, Lartet or de Mortillet did not have a place 
in the French academic system. Even if Lartet was belatedly 
appointed at the Musée d'Histoire naturelle just before his death, 
or if de Mortillet eventually found a post as the curator of the 
Musée des Antiquités Nationales in Saint-Germain-en-Laye, 
French prehistorians suffered until the 1950s under a double aca- 
demic exclusion, both from the faculties of arts and from the 
faculties of science. At the very moment when French prehistory 
attracted attention by the richness of its sites and the qualities of 
de Mortillet as an organiser and theoretician, it was completely 
without any institutional support. 

Nevertheless, the nomenclature of de Mortillet and his typologi- 
cał definitions of lithic industries imposed themselves as the frame 
of reference in the science of prehistory. His materialism, which 
even went as far as rejecting the idea of rock art (because of the 
assumed absence of religion among primitive people), was cer- 
tainly not shared by all his colleagues and even less by his suc- 
cessors, but his enormous achievement in organising the data 
became the inevitable standard of prehistoric archaeology. Fragile 
but creative, this French prehistoric archaeology around the begin- 
ning of the twentieth century was preoccupied by the question of 
the natural history of human beings, to which Broca's school of 
anthropologists contributed very heavily (Schiller 1979). But if it 
was well, even superbly, equipped to study the palaeolithic period, 
it had yet to receive from Scandinavia, Great Britain, Germany 
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and Central Europe the elements necessary for the development 
of proto-history, which at that point was still in an embryonic 
state. Notwithstanding the work of Dćchelette — which was inter- 
rupted much too early as he was killed in the First World War — 
French prehistory did not reach the level of Scandinavian and 
Central European archaeology. Excavations were rare and 
depended entirely on private funding, and if the methods of Mon- 
telius were acknowledged and accepted, they did not in any way 
develop in an original manner (Grenier 1931). 


The years of recession, 1920-60 


It is tempting to see a turning-point just after the First World 
War, because the victory of 1918 brought less debate and less 
innovation to French science than the defeat ot 1871. The war 
had weakened science, but that does not explain everything. 
Whereas the Durkheimian school under the leadership of Mauss 
continued on a course which had been temporarily interrupted, 
opening itself to linguistics, to comparative studies, and to oriental- 
ism, archaeology does not seem to have been affected by the 
same renaissance. Indeed, Hubert, the curator of the Musée des 
Antiquités Nationales in Saint-Germain-en-Laye, supported 
Mauss when he launched an extremely interesting research pro- 
gramme on the expansion of the Celts (Dumézil 1981: 18-19), 
while Classical archaeology (supported by the French Schools 
in Rome and Athens) pursued its slow development. However, 
notwithstanding the work of the Abbć Breuil, French prehistory 
no longer occupied the position it had in previous decades. 
Undoubtedly there were not enough qualified people, but there 
were even fewer academic positions and no legislation. After the 
war, young researchers revitalising the humanities flocked to the 
seminars of the sociologist Mauss, the sinologist Granet, the 
anthropologist Rivet and the linguist Meillet. By contrast, young 
archaeologists, and more particularly prehistorians, only found 
lectures at the Institut de Paléontologie Humaine, or those of 
people like Vauffray and Valois, who merely maintained a tra- 
dition rather than contributing to the creation of a framework for 
an expanding discipline. It was in this context that Leroi-Gourhan 
laid the basis for a comparative ethnography nourished by anthro- 
pology and orientalism. After de Mortillet, Leroi-Gourhan is with- 
out the slightest doubt the man who has contributed most to the 
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current state of French prehistory and, like him, was an autodidact 
who brought as much passion to the understanding of 'systemes 
techniques’ as de Mortillet had to defining the laws of evolution. 
Leroi-Gourhan's originality shows most clearły in the way in 
whuch he broke with the tradition within which Bordes worked 
to develop and transform the typological heritage of Breuil. In 
doing so, he founded a prehistory in its own right. In this case — 
as in that of Lóvi-Strauss for anthropology — the history of a 
discipline merges in part with the intellectual history of an excep- 
tional personality, and this even more so because, up to the end 
of the 1950s, the landscape of French prehistory hardly changed. 
Moberg wrote twenty years later: Si on cherche à trouver une 
approche palćosociologique dans les trois lourds volumes pre- 
squ'officiels consacrés å la préhistoire de la France publiés en 
1976, on a tendance à être déçu’ (Moberg 1980: 313) 

In the absence of the necessary data, the neo-evolutionist argu- 
ments of Varagnac hardly extended beyond the readership of his 
journal Archéocivilisation, and are now completely forgotten. 
Whether he was concerned with human labour as a technical 
process, with hominisation, with the interpretation of rock art, or 
with excavation, the work of Leroi-Gourhan established a frame 
of reference, a field of questions which was as vital for prehistoric 
archaeology as was the work of Childe for proto-history. Clearly 
located on the interface of, on the one hand, traditional prehistory 
(which consisted of layers, profiles and lists of types) and, on the 
other hand, the human sciences (the tradition of Mauss and 
Granet, which Leroi-Gourhan knew but to which he did not 
belong), his work was received with disappointment rather than 
enthusiasm. 

Let us be clear. The problems raised by Leroi-Gourhan have 
been debated, and rejected or accepted, but the consequences of 
his questions have not been fully drawn. Details have been 
retained but his approach as a whole has been rejected. The exca- 
vation techniques have been adopted when the strategy should 
have been. His criticism of simplistic analogies, rather than leading 
to a more sophisticated use of analogical reasoning, was under- 
stood as a complete rejection of all analogies. Several contributions 
to the colloquium devoted to Leroi-Gourhan (Actes du colloque 
du CNRS 1988) are very representative of this attitude. 

The paradox of archaeology in France is due to repeated time- 
lags. At the same moment as a triumphant French prehistory was 
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first being established, positivist history — such as the work of 
Monod, Seignobos, Perrot — was already creating its own academic 
network (Carbonnel 1976). In this manner a university framework 
was created for history as a discipline, a framework which was 
not available to the prehistorians of the generation of de Mortillet 
and Bertrand. When, in the 1920s, the humanities began their 
expansion around the journal Annće sociologique, when Febvre of 
Bloch launched the Annales, prehistorians and archaeologists were 
not there to meet them (Schnapp 1981). From that point on, there 
was only the choice between an orthodoxy (represented by Breuil 
and Bordes for prehistory, and many others for Classical and 
oriental archaeology) and a heterodoxy which was represented by 
the work of Leroi-Gourhan. Practical, synthetic, anthropological 
and semiological, Leroi-Gourhan's prehistoric ethnology was the 
answer to a vision of archaeology which saw things only in terms 
of archaeological cultures and typologies. Any observer of the 
French archaeological scene at the beginning of the 1960s would 
have predicted the coming of a different archaeology. The 
approach of Leroi-Gourhan, which was to some degree echoed in 
oriental archaeology by the work of Gardin and Deshayes, seemed 
in a position to win. But that was not to be. 


The 1960s and 1970s: some turbulence in an almost peaceful 
retro-archaeology 


A student in the 1980s would find it difficult to imagine the 
degree to which French archaeology, in the field as well as in the 
university, apeared an intellectual desert at the beginning of the 
1960s. This was exactly the moment when, in the humanities, 
French thought was in one of its most fertile and most exciting 
periods, with people like Sartre, Merleau-Ponty, Ricoeur, Lacan, 
Goldman, Lefebvre, Lévi-Strauss, Vernant, Braudel, Barthes, 
Althusser, Piaget and so many others. In this context, the collec- 
tive work Etudes archéologiques edited by Courbin (1963) pales 
into insignificance and it had no intellectual influence outside the 
professional milieu in the strictest sense. But some of its contri- 
butions — such as Courbin’s own on stratigraphic methods - 
scandalised many French archaeologists working overseas, notably 
those who had, for well over a century, been used to excavating 
the most prestigious sites of the Mediterranean basin in the most 
cursory way. [n contrast, other contributions — such as those of 
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Leroi-Gourhan and Gardin — modestly announced the programme 
of the years to come. That is why for our generation these two 
authors are numbered among the very few touchstones available 
in French archaeology. In April 1969, when Gardin organised the 
symposium Archéologie et calculateurs in Marseille (Gardin 1970) 
— at which the majority of participants were foreigners — the 
young French archaeologists felt that they were part of a great 
event. It was in this messianic atmosphere that Soudsky, who had 
not yet left Bylany for Paris, prophesied, several months after the 
Prague and Paris Springs: 


La voie est longue, mais l’archéologie est enfin jeune. Les 
jeunes qui font des barricades sauront défaire celles qui ent- 
ourent les sciences et les langues nationales, les domaines 
impénétrables de disciplines trop séparées, les terminologies 
et typologies ‘paroissiales’... ; mais alors, qu’on change le 
système d'éducation et de formation des archéologues. Qu'on 
change les universités, les académies, les périodiques, les 
monographies, les musées, les archives, et les fouilles surtout. 
Tout est à faire. 

(Soudsky 1970: 53)? 


In the two decades which followed, the young in question devoted 
every effort to the realisation of Soudsky’s programme. Priority 
was given not to theoretical debates, but initially to the transform- 
ation of the structures and institutions in which research had to 
take place, to progress in techniques of excavation and document- 
ation. These priorities were particularly important in France, 
where the lack of material support for archaeology, evidently a 
consequence of the absence of intellectual dimensions in the disci- 
pline, had had disastrous effects. 

This strategy was also followed by Gardin and Leroi-Gourhan, 
each in his own way. After the syntheses published by Leroi- 
Gourhan in the middle of the 1960s on the structuralist interpret- 
ation of palaeolithic rock art and on the evolution of humanity 
in general (1964a, 1964b, 1965), he devoted himself exclusively to 
the painstaking excavation of a single Magdalenian site, Pincevent 
near Paris. Gardin applied himself essentially to the creation ot 
computerised and non-computerised tools for documentation, to 
his CNRS laboratory, the Centre d'analyse documentaire pour 
Parchéologie, and to the institutional problems of scienufic infor- 
mation in general (Gardin 1971b, 1972). Moreover, he was the 
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main driving force behind what might have become a general 
restructuring of the organisation of archaeology in France around 
a national archaeological institute, the Centre de recherches arch- 
éologiques, located at Valbonne near Nice, which followed a delib- 
erately selective policy of encouraging particular topics. The gener- 
ation which followed and which listened to these people tried, 
through a systematic review of the funding and infrastructure of 
French archaeology (which had never been undertaken before), to 
make the real decision-makers aware of the extremely serious lack 
of funds for our discipline (Normand and Richard 1974; Chapelot 
et al. 1979). At the same time, they strove to redesign university 
teaching and to perfect excavation techniques. 

In these circumstances, most energy was spent on activities 
related to these reforms. But the almost exclusive attention given 
to techniques of observation and documentation quickly became 
a negative element, indeed they became ends in themselves. Thus, 
in Classical archaeology, stratigraphic excavation became a goal in 
itself, and it is significant that Courbin, who was an agitator in 
the 1950s and 1960s, no longer exercised any intellectual influence. 
At the same time, in prehistoric archaeology, very refined tech- 
niques of excavation with a dentist’s spatula and a fine brush — 
essential for the study of palaeolithic floors im situ — were applied 
thoughtlessly and without subtlety to any kind of situation. 
Developed initially, at the beginning of the 1960s, as a reaction 
against the rather crude excavation methods of non-professional 
archaeology — the only kind of archaeology existing at that time 
— this technique soon came to have a paralysing effect. Moreover, 
when Soudsky in 1971, almost twenty years after having elabor- 
ated methods of mechanical stripping in Bohemia, applied them 
to the neolithic sites in the Aisne valley, this innovation, which 
was accepted everywhere else in Europe, unleashed in France 
passions beyond measure. And in 1973, when the first report 
reviewing all the sites menaced by destruction in this same Aisne 
valley suggested that ‘selection’ of sites would be based on the 
priorities of available financing and scientific interest, the same 
passions erupted. There was no acceptable middle ground between 
an extremely detailed excavation of the palaeolithic type, and wil- 
fully ignored total destruction. 

In the area of data collection, archaeometry, which appeared at 
this time, added to the intellectual deadlock. The sense that it was 
possible to acquire data and to produce results which could be 


99 


ARCHAEOLOGICAL THEORY IN EUROPE 


characterised as ‘scientific’, unlike the results of normal archaeolo- 
gical observation, made people feel they could dispense with think- 
ing. Even though the physicists were just as unfamiliar with this 
kind of collaboration, this renunciation gave them a false sense of 
absolute power. At the beginning of the 1980s, when the balance 
of collaboration between physicists and archaeologists became 
more even (Berthoud and Cleuziou 1985b), the disappointments 
were great. 

Documentation and information-processing had the same stag- 
nating effect on interpretation. The interpretations which Leroi- 
Gourhan proposed for palaeolithic art in France and Cantabria 
were the result of the structural analysis of associations and non- 
associations among the animals and symbols painted on the walls 
of the caves. As such, it is equivalent to any other structuralist 
analysis - on mythology for example, a domain where analysis 
was normally followed by often very complex interpretative con- 
structions. But the same Leroi-Gourhan, who had not hesitated a 
few years earlier to sketch a picture of the history of humanity 
and to prophesy its destiny (1965: 257-70), now rejected all gener- 
alisation, whether on art or on Pincevent, the site which he exca- 
vated. His seminar at the College de France (to which he was 
belatedly elected, as he also was, even later and almost in extremis, 
to the Académie des Inscriptions et Belles Lettres) was merely 
devoted to establishing a temporary vocabulary for archaeological 
excavations which was not only simply descriptive but in every 
way provisional. 

The promotion of archaeological databases, the work of Gardin 
(see Borillo and Gardin 1974, for example), drifted in the same 
direction which was a paradox inasmuch as its intentions were 
both universalist and self-limiting. This also led to stagnation. The 
advent of archaeological databases was presented by Gardin 
(1971a, 1971b, 1975) as a salvation both for research institutions 
and for theoretical archaeology. The development of networks of 
interconnected databases which he prophesied required establish- 
ing uniform documentation, because in order to receive one has 
to give. This should have meant the end of the ‘hoarding’ of 
information which, especially in archaeology, has often been suf- 
ficient to assure social power to whoever holds the data. The 
prophecy postulated that databases would become effectively 
public, on the one hand because the financial cost of information 
technology was too high for a single individual or a single labora- 
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tory, and on the other hand because interconnectivity was essential 
to the functioning of the discipline. But with the emergence of 
micro-computers, the financial obstacle has been lifted, and con- 
nectivity is at present no more essential than before. On the 
contrary, individual ownership of micro-computers has made the 
sequestering of particular pieces of information even easier. It does 
not seem therefore as if technical innovation would in itself be 
sufficient to change the organisation of knowledge and power in 
a given society, but rather, would tend to reinforce it. This banal 
observation applies moreover to the social function of information 
technology in general (Nora and Minc 1978). 

Another advantage of the databases might have been in the 
development of the universal descriptive languages which are indis- 
pensable to computerisation. This would have allowed us to move 
smoothly towards the establishment of an entirely formalised disci- 
pline, much as Mendeleev's table of the elements was a necessary 
stage on the road to universal laws in western physics; or, to 
express it in terms of structural linguistics, as if we were to pass 
progressively from -etic descriptive units to -emic interpretative 
units (Gardin 1967). Nothing of the kind happened. On the con- 
trary, two kinds of enterprises developed which grew further and 
further apart. On the one hand, there evolved general interest 
documentation in museums, libraries and documentation centres 
with descriptive systems which were simplified to the extreme, as 
in any enterprise which has to manage its stock of spare parts. 
On the other hand there were specific projects set up by an 
individual or a laboratory which dealt with very specialised 
research and used descriptive languages which were sometimes 
not only very complex but could not be made compatible or 
interconnective. Thus we saw nothing but the reproduction, by 
means of electrons and silicon, of what had been happening for 
well over a century and a half by means of pieces of paper 
of different formats: the continued divergence of the same two 
institutional biases. 

The descriptive codes elaborated by Gardin and his group 
remained without users or, if one accepts the idea they were 
prototypes, without descendants. Potential users of the best 
known among them, the index de Poutillage (Christophe and 
Deshayes 1964), admitted that they preferred sticking to the tra- 
ditional method, that is to leaf through the 400 pages of the 
thesis (the ‘construction’ in the sense of Gardin) which Deshayes 


101 


ARCHAEOLOGICAL THEORY IN EUROPE 


produced while he was working on it (Deshayes 1960), rather 
than to move to the rigorous but fastidious operations of descrip- 
tion and comparison permitted by the ‘peek-a-boo’ card index 
(cards with 5,000 central perforations), which came with the work 
and which were still sited in their grey boxes on the top shelves 
of libraries. Skilfully constructed as it was, the machine which 
produced these cards should be in a museum of documentation 
techniques. 

In prehistory, the analytical typology of Laplace, which had no 
direct social links to Gardin and Deshayes (who discovered it in 
1972 when they attended a colloquium on databases), never man- 
aged to establish itself. It suffered from the handicap that it was 
very formal, too clumsy compared to the synthetic lists proposed 
by Bordes to actually be used, while its criteria seemed useless 
from the perspectives opened up by research on the technological 
anlysis of débitage. Doubtless, it would have allowed us to apply 
to flint tools the same classification studies and the same automatic 
seriation which were at the time being applied to objects as diverse 
as Roman amphorae (Farifias del Cerro et al. 1977), archaic Greek 
kuroi (Borillo 1970) or menbir statues (Landau and de la Vega 
1970). Failure, as far as a progressive transformation from the - 
etic to the -emic is concerned, has finally been admitted by Gardin 
himself (1979a, 1979b). 

In the meantime, a certain number of enthusiastic archaeologists 
had invested considerable energy in the creation of the promised 
databases. Eight years after the colloquium on archaeological data- 
bases organised by Gardin in 1972 (Borillo and Gardin 1974), a 
review of the state of the known networks showed that not one 
of these projects had been completed, although some were close 
to it (Cleuziou and Demoule 1980a). 

But that has not hindered anybody, least of all the discipline, 
which has continued to develop. In actual fact, with the demo- 
graphic increases of the 1960s, greater financial support and the 
development of the Sous-direction de I Archéologie, meetings, col- 
loquia, seminars and conferences multiplied within the subdiscipli- 
nes, at least as far as national archaeology is concerned. Through 
these means, traditional exchange networks which are much more 
empirical and not nearly as exhaustive or as objective as the ones 
information technology had made us dream of, function today in 
a relatıvely satisfactory manner. 

However, the stagnating effect we mentioned earlier was not 
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accidental. It accompanies the trajectory of the human sciences as 
a whole. The interdependent emergence of information science, 
cybernetics and structuralism in the 1950s led by the mid 1960s 
to a generalised belief in the growing formalisation of these disci- 
plines, of which Chomskian linguistics seemed to be the most 
established form. What was by then already called artificial intelli- 
gence seemed to be the ineluctable future. It was remarkable 
that France, with its strong Marxist tradition, and more general 
philosophical tradition, remained somewhat outside this current 
which was marked essentially by Anglo-American positivism. 
When it emerged in the French humanities, notably in the work 
of the mathematician B. Jaulin (B. Jaulin 1968), the ethnologist R. 
Jaulin (Richard and Jaulin 1971) and Gardin, it was in open hos- 
ulity to the methods of the French humanities, which were cast 
down into the underworld of metaphysics and uncertainty. This 
rejection can also be seen in the work of Lévi-Strauss (Régnier 
1971) as well as in the semiology of Barthes and Greimas (Gardin 
1974, 1979a). But if the debunking aspect of these studies was 
perfectly clear and healthy, things tended to get more complicated 
when something new actually had to be created. The only issue 
then, and we will return to this point, was to formalise work 
which was traditional but in which, one ‘had reason to think”, the 
‘intuitive results” were interesting. 

While this approach to research gradually came apart in the 
course of the first half of the 1970s, Chomsky and his school of 
linguistics ceased to enlighten the humanities. Hesitation replaced 
both. Certain people rushed headlong into the less austere charms 
of socio-biology which, again of Anglo-American origin, was 
almost immediately imported into France by the sociologist Morin 
and others. The far from innocent character of its presuppositions, 
notably as far as their political implications are concerned, finally 
destroyed this movement (Sahlins 1976; Thuillier 1976; Chapeville 
et al. 1979; Gould 1977; Jacquard 1982; Ruffié 1979, 1982). What 
happened to the formalisation of archaeology in France was just 
about the same as was happening at the same moment to the 
formalisation of the humanities in the rest of the world. 

But which echoes of the intense debate which shook Anglo- 
American archaeology from the mid 1960s, more precisely from 
the 1965 meeting of the Society for American Archaeology in 
Denver, Colorado, eventually reached the continental isolation of 
France? And why did the almost exclusive concentration on the 
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methods of archaeological reasoning and documentation in the 
limited number of French theoretical writings raise so little interest 
on the other side of the Atlantic? This is not the place to discuss 
which aspects of the New Archaeology were due to the history 
of ideas, and which were due to the particular sociological milieu 
of American university circles. As is clearly shown by Klejn 
(1977), it was already evident from the beginning of the 1960s 
that something was going to happen. But that ‘something’ was as 
dependent on an infusion of new data from the hard sciences as 
it was to the fact that the classical models of explanation had run 
out of steam. The latter was due to the growing dissatisfaction of 
a number of archaeologists with the weakness of their ways of 
reasoning and validation, to the emergence of quantitative 
methods, to the considerable development of fieldwork during 
the 1950s, and eventually to the renewal which came with new 
generations of scientists and researchers. If this phenomenon was 
more pronounced in America, so that developments there received 
more attention, it was in part due to the amplifying effect of the 
particular sociological milieu of American universities which we 
have already mentioned. In Europe, men as different as Moberg, 
Soudsky, Tabaczinsky and Klejn, but also Clarke and Renfrew, 
followed the same road without any particular connection with 
the plains of the Midwest. It is no coincidence that the year of 
the explosion, which will remain known in the annals of the 
historiography of archaeological research as the “Binclarke’ year, 
was precisely 1968. Nor is it mere chance that today we see the 
deconstructionist paradigm promulgated by Derrida applied to 
archaeology in England, which in the western world was the least 
affected by the social and intellectuał upheavals of 1968, and 
applied most notably in the bosom of one of its most prestigious 
and conservative universities, that of Cambridge. In those earlier 
years, Derrida's paradigm was specifically proposed as an act of 
destruction necessary to permit intellectual rejuvenation. 

In France, we estimate that many of these elements, but others 
as well, were present at the beginning of the 1970s in the teachings 
of Leroi-Gourhan and Soudsky. However, the latter's sojourn in 
France was too short (1971-6), and the former increasingly refused 
to take a broad sweep of focus. Intellectual, institutional and 
financial misery for the majority, theoretical stagnation and a focus 
on institutionalisation and fieldwork for others were the result. 
Contacts with American archaeology were mainly fleeting and 
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individual, such as participation by researchers of one country in 
the conferences of the other. The authors of the present chapter 
first introduced the American discussions into France in 1973, in 
the Annales (Cleuziou et al. 1973). Even then we were expressing 
the reservations which would later be found in other comparable 
papers (Cleuziou and Demoule 1980a, 1980b). We can also point 
to the comments on articles in the journal Current Anthropology 
which were periodically sought from French archaeologists. A 
notable exception was the debate between Bordes and Binford on 
the significance of different Mousterian facies, interpreted by the 
former in terms of different cultures, and by the latter in terms 
of different functions (Bordes 1973; Binford 1973). To support 
his arguments, Binford depended on Bordes's type-lists, a tribute 
paid to the important position still occupied by traditional French 
prehistory, but also a weakness in the eyes of those in France 
who considered the work on descriptive criteria an absolute 
priority. The irony is that in actual fact the most conservative 
position is no doubt the most promising. We shall see in this 
respect that the interest of American scientists in the Périgord 
(Jelinek 1986) rapidly made Bordes and his work popular in the 
United States, whereas at the same time Leroi-Gourhan, whose 
work ought to have aroused much interest on the other side of 
the Atlantic but was not translated into English — and still is not 
and will not be translated into that language — remains entirely 
unknown there. 

General books on archaeology are rare in France and ignore 
such debates entirely. This first book to deal with them was 
Moberg's Introduction à l'archéologie, a translation and revision 
of the original Swedish text by Moberg himself in collaboration 
with two of the authors of this chapter (Moberg 1976). Welcomed 
as quite innovative, it remained for a long time the only available 
reference for graduate students. As befitted the preoccupations of 
that period, it ended with a chapter on the structural transform- 
ations of the teaching and practice of archaeology needed in 
France. One still wonders why this book, which expressed an 
original and somewhat non-conformist position, was translated 
from French into several Romance languages (Italian, Portuguese), 
but has never been translated into English. Problems of communi- 
cation are bilateral indeed. 

The same debates were still absent in Camps's La préhistoire, 
although he cites Binford in passing as one of a number of authors 
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of controversial theories on the Mousterian and the appearance 
of agriculture (Camps 1982: 168, 277). Pelletier's (1985) manual 
L’Archéologie et ses méthodes does not devote a single line to 
theoretical questions. We may also mention a book by Courbin 
(1981) with the slightly misleading title, Qu'est ce que Parchéolo- 
gie? which is entirely devoted to a critique of the New Archae- 
ology as a phenomenon. The approach chosen for this critique is 
a detailed explication of the text of about ten American articles. 
The exaggerated claims of these articles are easily demonstrated — 
they obviously do exist (Courbin also draws attention to mistakes 
in the English which does not prevent his book from having 
several mistakes in French). As if assuming a thorough knowledge 
of the sociology of French archaeology on the part of the reader, 
Courbin also makes a general attack without naming names on 
French archaeologists of the younger generation who are ‘guilty’ 
of innovations such as calculating percentages or using archaeo- 
magnetic prospection, methods he equates with the New Archae- 
ology! Unfortunately for the reputation of French archaeology, 
an English translation of this book has recently appeared (1989). 
To give his crusade more force, Courbin translated Flannery’s 
‘Gold Marshalltown’ paper in the popular review Archeologia 
under the title “La truelle d'or, parabole pour l'archéologie des 
années 1980”. We agree with him that this article ‘paraît marquer 
une étape dans l'itinéraire spirituel d'un grand archéologue améri- 
cain’ (Courbin 1983). 

The annoying thing is that the journal in question had never 
informed its readers about developments in American archaeology, 
and has not even done so since. We may therefore wonder what 
its French readers have understood from this strange attack on 
people whom they had never heard of before. It is only with the 
Nouvelles de Parchéologie, a journal dealing with administrative 
information, research policy and the scientific aspects of archae- 
ology, established in 1979 by Braudel's Maison des sciences de 
l'homme, that contacts with the Anglo-American world and dis- 
cussions on theory and concepts become a consistent feature of 
French archaeology. As part of thematic dossiers on theoretical 
archaeology, ethno-archaeology and American prehistory, it has 
presented previously unpublished papers by Binford, Hodder, 
Sackett, Whallon and White, as well as regular reviews of the 
Anglophone literature. But by now we have reached the early 
1980s. 
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The 1980s: debates, non-debates and perspectives 


The 1980s saw one of the most remarkable turning-points in the 
history of French archaeology. This decade witnessed the same 
explosion of field research that Great Britain and the United States 
had seen about fifteen years before. The dramatic situation of 
rescue archaeology in France, emphasised by several reports men- 
tioned above (Normand and Richard 1974; Chapelot et al. 1979; 
Querrien and Schnapp 1984), finally became apparent to the 
decision-makers concerned. It is significant that from then on 
major political figures expressed a personal interest in archaeology, 
an interest further accentuated by the economic crisis, which was 
also experienced as a cultural crisis. Just like Napoleon III and 
Fieid Marshal Pótain before him, President Mitterrand referred to 
our Gallic ancestors in his appeal for national unity. In September 
1985, he gave a long speech on this theme from the heights of 
the Mont Beuvray (Mitterand 1985), the site where Vercingetorix 
was proclaimed chief of the general uprising against Julius Caesar. 
At the same time, he gave unprecedented funding for the 
excavation and preservation of the site, which had been partially 
excavated in the nineteenth century by Dóchelette. The complete 
reorganisation of the Louvre Museum and the erection of a glass 
pyramid at the centre of the main court, is one of the major 
cultural works of his presidency. Rescue funds almost reached 
the levels current in neighbouring countries. A complete rescue 
archaeology on a contract basis (in 1989 employing 1,000 young 
archaeologists) and an embryonic privately funded archaeołogy 
appeared. At the present time, the effects of these upheavals are 
not really known in France although they have been well analysed 
in the Anglo-American countries. 

These material and political facts should not distract us from 
the problems of theoretical archaeology. The American example, 
or to a lesser degree the British example, has on two occasions 
shown the impact of such an explosion of field data. The first 
time was with the New Deal and the large-scale works of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. As Moberg had remarked (1976:29), 
these investigations quite naturally led to the development of 
quantitative methods because of the massive amount of material 
that had to be treated. The second time was in the 1970s and 
1980s when the enormous development of contract archaeology 
as part of Cultural Resource Management caused the emergence 
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of two kinds of research: contract archaeology, rich but dominated 
by a commercial logic and without much in the way of scientific 
problem-orientation; and academic archaeology, poor and there- 
fore more and more orientated towards short-term projects with 
considerable theoretical pretensions. It would be good if French 
archaeology could learn from this American example and avoid 
making the same errors, the first effects of which can already be 
felt. 

The growth of the quantity of data, the appearance of a new 
generation of archaeologists and the doubling of funding for pro- 
fessional archaeology also have positive aspects, if only in that they 
break existing habits. The notion of excavation strategy becomes 
indispensable in the context of large-scale rescue excavations, and 
as such leads to the development of a methodology of survey, 
sampling and quantitative techniques. Regional programmes, 
whether or not they include rescue excavations, provide a frame- 
work for focusing on the whole range of available methods, as 
has happened in the Aisne valley (Revue archéologique de Picardie 
1982) or on the lakes of the Jura (P. Pétrequin 1986; Pétrequin 
and Pétrequin 1988a). We will therefore continue our survey of 
the different points which serve as a focus for arachaeological 
discussions in France and elsewhere, showing either how French 
archaeology is present in each of these debates or why it is absent, 
and why there are still grounds for optimism. 


The logic of archaeological reasoning 


From the beginning, Gardin's work has focused on the problems 
involved in the logic of archaeological reasoning. Apart from an 
attempt to move progressively from the -etic to the -emic, to 
which reference has already been made, Gardin drew attention 
very earły on to the interesting potential of simulated archaeolog- 
ical reasoning. Except in a few cases, this point has not really 
raised very much interest in Anglo-American archaeology (Whal- 
lon 1982; Viera 1082; Richards and Ryan 1985). The very weak 
response to the English version of Gardin's main work (1979b) is 
significant in this respect. As one of the main intellectual pro- 
ponents of American archaeology — and one who had at least read 
the book — said: ‘Gardin ends there where I begin.’ 
Nevertheless, the apparent modesty of the French utle of this 
book, Une archéologie théorique, is as misleading as the similar 
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modesty of Binford's autohagiographic collection, An Archaeolog- 
ical Perspective (1972). 

But the work of Gardin and his colleagues on the simulation 
of archaeological reasoning by a 'logicist approach has recently 
been extended by a growth of interest in expert systems (Gardin 
et al. 1987) shortly after their practical and successful application 
elsewhere, most notably in the medical sciences. Another factor 
was the revival in the mid 1980s of interest in the metaphysic of 
"artificial intelligence”. The latter, either under this name or under 
that of ‘cognitive psychology” or some other title, is at present 
extremely popular among the Parisian intelligentsia. The same 
causes which produced the failures and disenchantments with this 
approach at the end of the 1960s may have the same effect now. 
Even if the human brain is by definition a material thing, nothing 
indicates that an electronic network is the most accurate repro- 
duction of it. Thus, without denying the technical interest of this 
research, we can nevertheless foresee a new disenchantment in the 
medium term. 

The main problem of these French studies which attempt to 
simulate archaeological reasoning is one which they openly 
acknowledge, an obvious lack of interest in the content of the 
subject which they discuss: ‘logicism does not concern... the 
archaeological remains themselves, but what archaeologists say 
about them’ (Gallay 1989: 28). 

The attempt to reformulate the teachings of Leroi-Gourhan 
through the rules of archaeological reasoning set out by Gardin 
was to come from Geneva (Gallay 1986). The title of the book 
had to be prospective: L’Archéologie demain, since an Archéologie 
aujourd’hui had already been published (Schnapp 1980). Gallay 
makes wide use of ethno-archaeology, which he himself practised 
in the field in Africa, but tries to avoid the criticisms of reasoning 
by analogy expressed by Leroi-Gourhan. Analogy can be used 
effectively to discover regularities in human cultures, which should 
then be tested against archaeological facts, but only through a 
strict use of the logicist rules of archaeological reasoning. The 
importance of artificial intelligence and expert systems in that 
respect is highly proclaimed. The results of such an approach will 
clearly be much more limited than in anthropology or history, 
which are founded on a wider and richer range of facts, but the 
processes involved can nevertheless be judged to be scientific 
because logicist rigour has produced the results. Gallay proposes 
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what he calls a ‘craftsman’s way of thought’ — should this be 
linked in some way with the ‘bricolage intellectuel” of Lévi-Strauss 
(1962: 26-47)? — which he feels is ‘closer to science than philo- 
sophy is’ (1986: 278). Philosophically speaking, the general tone 
of the book is strongly positivist, and rather closer to approaches 
in physical anthropology and biology. As the author is not entirely 
familiar with the historical or the ethnological perspective, this is 
not a bad thing. However that may be, its impact in France so 
far seems to have been rather limited. 


Cultural models and cultural change 


The major weakness of French archaeology in this respect is that 
the scepticism expressed — by Leroi-Gourhan, for example — con- 
cerning the construction of cultural models or the notion of 
culture itself, leads to the use of notions which are even more 
dangerous because they are implicit. As a result, for instance, the 
arsenal of natural sciences now used in any excavation of any size 
will eventually lead to environmentalist and determinist models 
(Coppens 1983, tor example) which are simplistic, supposedły 
commonsense and therefore not criticised. Nevertheless, main- 
stream palaeolithic research influenced by Bordes is firmly located 
in the cultural-historical tradition, as is research on the neolithic 
and the Bronze and Iron Ages. The increasing importance of this 
tradition is due in part to the fact that recently scientific ties with 
Germany and Central Europe, which were for long almost non- 
existent, have tended to become more important. The pioneering 
efforts of Soudsky (1973) towards a formalisation of the notion 
of culture so far have not been been followed up. Similarly, the 
visits which Anglo-American researchers make to France from 
time to time (such as Scarre 1983 or Geddes 1986) tend to favour 
the development of evolutionary approaches, instead of diffusion- 
ist ones. Although these are fashionable, they do not always seem 
to relate to the facts, notably concerning the process of neolithis- 
ation in France. This bias in favour of evolutionism is evident in 
the tendency, in Anglophone countries, towards an immoderate 
use of radiocarbon datings. Although they are thought to be 
more exact than typological analysis, their error of measurement 
engenders false effects of contemporaneity, and thereby allows 
anti-diffusionist theories a platform. 

On the other hand, in a completely different domain and despite 
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criticism by Billig (1979) and Demoule (1980), diffusionism has 
been used massively in France by a group of intellectuals of the 
extreme Right, the Nouvelle droite, in order to explain the Indo- 
European phenomenon and to try and demonstrate the superiority 
of European civilisation. It is very clear that, in spite of some 
recent restatements (Renfrew 1987; Mallory 1989), the solution to 
this intriguing question is certainly not to be found in archaeology 
pure and simple but will require intense collaboration between 
archaeologists, linguists, ethnologists and mythologists to develop 
new theoretical models. 

Some young researchers are interested in these problems and 
are increasingly participating in international colloquia presenting 
the modern debates on the great breaks in human history. Never- 
theless, French archaeologists remain almost completely absent 
from the discussions on these topics, whether they are on hominis- 
ation, the appearance of modern man, the neolithic ‘revolution’ 
(Demoule 1982) or the emergence of state societies, even though 
French researchers handle highly accurate data. To take a striking 
example, the key studies on urbanisation in Iranian Khuzestan, 
which are of paramount importance to our understanding of the 
emergence of state societies, are all the work of American authors 
(Wright and Johnson 1975, among others) who relied heavily on 
the material gathered at Susa by French archaeologists during some 
ninety years of almost uninterrupted excavations. The exchange of 
data and visits by researchers across the Atlantic has been very 
active, but not a single paper on the theoretical results of this co- 
operation written by a French archaeologist can be cited. It is 
only for neolithisation that one may note on the one hand the 
work of the ethnologist Testart (1982), and on the other the very 
original positions taken by Cauvin (1978 and 1987) following his 
excavations in the Near East. Testart’s book, and notably his 
comments on the importance of storage and accumulation tech- 
niques in the appearance of social differentiation, has been warmly 
welcomed by archaeologists - much more in fact than by ethnogra- 
phers — but we are still waiting for a comprehensive archaeological 
work founded on the same considerations. Rather than using an 
environmentalist model, Cauvin sees the appearance of agriculture 
and stockraising as the answer to the social stress caused by 
sedentarisation of the Natufian hunter-gatherers in ever larger 
villages. Going a step further, he abandons all determinism to 
propose that the neolithic revolution itself must have been caused 
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by a symbolic revolution which he discerns in the appearance of 
feminine figurines and a bull cult. This position, which converges 
with those of Hahn at the beginning of the century and of the 
French philosopher and mythologist Girard (1978), tends to ignore 
the fact that not a single fundamental innovation can actually be 
accepted, that is can transform the structure of the society con- 
cerned, unless it has become necessary and is forcing changes on 
the structure of society and society itself. Forgetting this is to 
forget that when a society transforms itself, it must be able to 
accept the principles underlying the change. In order to do so, 
these principles must already be part of the way in which the 
group conceptualises its world. We meet here the idea ot the 
milieu intérieur as already proposed by Leroi-Gourhan in his 
attempt to explain technical innovation (1945: 354—55, 404—8). It 
is therefore normal that among societies which are on the way to 
neolithisation, the principle of fertility is already a part of their 
ritual practices (e.g. female figurines). Thus the principle exists at 
a secondary level (Godelier 1988), behind the dominant economic 
level, which is not yet that of agriculture. If misunderstood, this 
dialectical process may lead one to think that it is the 'realm of 
ideas” which rules the world. Hence Cauvin's erroneous return to 
symbolism carries within itself the danger of a return to idealism. 

Symbolism is also manifest in the study of palaeolithic art. Due 
to the understandable attraction of Franco-Cantabrian rock art, 
symbolism is an area in which both American and French archae- 
ologists have worked, as is shown by various kinds of approaches 
such as that of Conkey (1980, 1984) and Vialou (1987). This new 
symbolist theme, which has also appeared in Cambridge in other 
domains (Hodder 1982a, 1982b, 1987), is in fact for the study of 
a rock art a rethinking of the work of Leroi-Gourhan who always 
refused to move in this direction. The poet Bataille (1955) opened 
up this approach in his own way, but he was explicitly concerned 
with the field of literature. It is still too early to predict where 
the road followed by symbolist archaeology will lead. 


The archaeology of death 


Recent works attest to the emergence in France of an archéologie 
funéraire explicitly under the influence of either Anglo-American 
archaeology (e.g. Forest 1983 who refers to Binford and Saxe) or 
Germanic trends (Demoule 1988; Perrin and Ferrer 1987). Here 
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again, French archaeologists were entirely unprepared for the criti- 
cal explosion of data due to the development of rescue excavation. 
Only a handful of physical anthropologists were available for 
work on post-Pleistocene human remains and they had little more 
than a semblance of an institutional structure. The name Leroi- 
Gourhan is linked with an original, but for a long time very 
marginal, approach to the study of multiple burials. At a small 
excavation on a Chalcolithic hypogeum at Les Mournouards, 
Leroi-Gourhan and his team tried to put into practice the methods 
which should be used in a situation where, previously, masses 
of bones had been dug out in the crudest way because their 
interrelationships were assumed to be uninformative, due to sup- 
posedly mass deposition and post-depositional disturbances. These 
methods were later developed by Masset and Leclerc at La Chaus- 
sée-Tirancourt and now represent the standard for this type of 
excavation in France (Duday and Masset 1987). Highly developed 
technical skills are certainly of paramount importance in this 
school, but interpretation is not avoided, although probably no 
one would debate the issues raised by Shanks and Tilley (1982), 
for instance. 


Archaeology and economy 


For some time, there has existed in France in the work of Will, 
Vidal-Naquet and, more recently, Andreau, an approach which is 
well known to economic historians of the ancient world. However, 
this approach has had little effect on archaeology except in the 
very specific domain of studies concerning the production and 
trade of amphorae. There, it has given rise to systematic fieldwork, 
underwater as well as on land, which depends heavily on physico- 
chemical analyses and the quantitative treatment of data to achieve 
historical interpretations (Laubenheimer 1985; Tchernia 1986). 
There is also a small school of Marxists in ancient history, 
notably grouped around Lévêque, and they have made some 
inroads into Iron Age archaeology (Daubigny 1984). This school 
is entirely independent of the research in social anthropology 
conducted by Godelier, Meillassoux, Terray and very recently, 
Testart (1985) which has led to results some of which have been 
used by certain Anglo-American archaeologists but have hardly 
been used in the Francophone world, except for Forest (1983), 
Gallay (1986) and Coudart (1991). As the tradition of French 
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research in the area of Marxism and economic anthropology is 
so developed, this lack of communication between French social 
anthropologists and archaeologists is probably due more to the 
low level of the problems generally investigated in French archae- 
ology than to any specific methodological inadequacy. Examples 
of detailed socio-economic models therefore remain rare (Holl 
1986; Coudart 1987) and they use some concepts, such as infor- 
mation theory in particular, which have been worked out and 
developed by American archaeologists (Johnson 1982). It is also 
interesting to note how little work there is on trade and exchange 
which traces the origins of items through archaeometric data. 
Exceptions are the work on amphorae already mentioned and, in 
a different cultural area, a project on the circulation of copper in 
the third millennium in West Asia which, as far as its theoretical 
basis is concerned, depends entirely on the classical Anglo-Amer:- 
can literature on this subject (Berthoud and Cleuziou 1985a, 
1985b). 


Archaeology and history 


Collaboration between archaeology and ancıent history ın France 
has already been mentioned with respect to economy. The school 
of Vernant and Vidal-Naquet which integrates history, history of 
religion and anthropology has contributed to a focus on problems 
of social and economic history (Finley 1973), and to investigating 
the role of images in ancient Greece (Snodgrass 1987; Vernant 
and Bórard 1984; Durand 1986). This collaboration between 
investigations arising from a structuralist approach to the Greek 
tradition and an iconographic analysis plays, just as it does in 
prehistory, a heuristic role and emphasises the necessity of an 
archaeological hermeneutic. 

It is well known that history is notably absent from the Ameri- 
can New Archaeology. Conversely, it is striking to see how 
limited a role archaeology has played in the Annales, despite 
Febvre and Bloch's efforts and Braudel's interest in material cul- 
ture (Revel 1978; Schnapp 1981). A glance at the bibliography in 
Braudel’s last work (1986) shows the gap between the French 
historical school and archaeological research undertaken in the last 
twenty years concerning pre- and proto-historic societies. It is 
only in exceptional cases (Brun 1987) and, in general, through 
material culture studies (Coudart and Pion 1986) that prehistory 
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and histoire nouvelle meet. Finally, the research undertaken by 
the Centre de recherches historiques of the VIth section of the 
Ecole pratique des hautes études (now the Ecole des hautes études 
en sciences sociales) has contributed to the development of a 
history of medieval deserted villages (Archéologie du village 
déserté 1970) and a social analysis of the medieval rural world. 
The most comprehensive synthesis in Europe on medieval villages 
is a collaborative work between a medieval historian and an archae- 
ologist who was then teaching at the Ecole des hautes ćtudes en 
sciences sociales (Chapelot and Fossier 1980). It is true that the 
Annales have been the victim of their own success. Swept along 
by the expansion of publishing and the mass media, affected by 
a European crisis in economic and Marxist models, the journal 
has shifted its interest towards the histoire des mentalités, political 
history and the history of other cultural areas (Islam, the Orient, 
America) rather than towards synchronic history or the history 
of the longue durée. Is this a resurgence of the ideas of the 1950s? 
Is it a return to the culture history of events, evident in recently 
published works focusing on the history of urban France, of rural 
France, of the French family, and indeed even in the entire history 
of France itself? 

Nevertheless, this somewhat diffused historical school, which 
seems in its peripheral studies to have lost its direction and in its 
centre to feed upon itself, could find new stimuli in the urban 
archaeology which has belatedly flourished in France in the 1980s. 
These large excavations, the most famous of which is that of the 
Louvre (Trombetta 1987), are in fact only beginning to realise 
their potential. They have already completely revolutionised our 
knowledge of daily life in medieval and modern cities. Other areas 
could also turn out to be very fertile. The work of Brunaux in 
Gournay-sur-Aronde (Brunaux 1986; Brunaux et al. 1985) throws 
totally new light on the cultic practices of the Celtic populations. 
Whether it is concerned with the Celtic expansion or the 'great 
invasions”, archaeology in Western Europe is confronted with 
immense ethno-historical problems which it has hardiy addressed 
as yet (Klejn 1977). 


Cultural technology, ethno-archaeology and experimental 
archaeology 


It is in the very specific field of cultural technology that the French 
have contributed something fairly original. This contribution is 
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due to the confluence of three currents of thought. The first of 
these is ethnology in the strict sense, with the pioneering works 
of Haudricourt (whose complete works have been reissued: Haud- 
ricourt 1987; Haudricourt and Hédin 1987; Haudricourt and 
Dibie 1987), those of Leroi-Gourhan (1943, 1945, 1957) and those 
of Parain (1975, 1979), Gille (1978, 1980), Cresswell (1975), Sigaut 
(1985) and, very recently, Lemonnier (1986, 1987a, 1987b, 1989). 
The second is the ethnological approach applied to prehistory by 
Leroi-Gourhan (1985). The third current is the experimental 
research done on lithic technology by Tixier and his school (Tixier 
et al. 1980, 1984). 

The ethnological approach to the study of technology and tech- 
nological systems is well illustrated by the dynamic group who 
publish the journal Techniques et cultures. At present, this 
approach is of more immediate interest to archaeologists, who 
expect it to produce theories on the relationships berween material 
culture and society, than it is to the wider circle of French ethnol- 
ogists. Within experimental archaeology itself, it is only in the 
area of lithic technology that the subdiscipline in France has 
acquired for itself a reliable set of tools of observation and control. 
In other areas (bone tools, ceramics, metallurgy, agriculture), the 
work is generally rather embryonic or is essentially directed 
towards museum display (architecture in particular). 

In archaeology, the development of studies of technology has 
therefore mainly contributed to our knowledge of the sourcing 
and distribution of lithic materials and of the operational sequences 
for the production of tools, particularly for the upper palaeolithic 
(Perlès 1989; Audouze 1987; Audouze, Karlin et al. 1988). In 
addition, developing from the work of Leroi-Gourhan, such stud- 
ies have contributed to our knowledge of the technological and 
cognitive capacities which developed in the course of the lower 
and middle palaeolithic (Boéda 1986). This is certainly the only 
real innovation — since the fundamental work of Bordes and Leroi- 
Gourhan — in French palaeolithic research which, otherwise, seems 
to have languished in the last few years. It is reasonable to expect 
fertile results from these studies, not only for the palaeolithic but 
also for later periods. 

Another area of research, closer to cultural anthropology, deals 
with the relationship between technological style and function. 
Recent work on this has been done in the archaeology of the 
architecture of the neolithic (Coudart 1987). 
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It is therefore towards technology thar what in France is con- 
ventionally called the ethno-archaeological strategy has been 
directed (see Pótrequin and Pétrequin 1984; P. Pétrequin 1984 
in particular). But before this could happen, French prehistoric 
archaeology had to liberate itself, at the beginning of the 1970s, 
from ethnological analogy. The development towards ethno- 
archaeology has consequently been rather belated. Going far 
beyond what Leroi-Gourhan had in mind when he condemned 
the simplistic use of analogy, prehistorians saved themselves the 
trouble of doing any social anthropology at all. It is therefore 
only very recently that ethno-archaeological research has been 
done in France and in Francophone countries. But this return to 
ethnology has been both cautious and profoundly empirical. This 
can be seen not only with regard to cultural technology (e.g. the 
studies of the lacustrine dwellings of Benin and of the lithic tools 
of New Guinea done by A.-M. and P. Pétrequin 1984, 1988b) 
but also with respect to analogy, reprieved by the use of the direct 
historical approach of assumed continuity (e.g. the study of the 
vernacular architecture of the Near East (Aurenche 1981, 1984)), 
or even through the formalisation of archaeological reasoning 
(Gallay 1981; Roux 1988). 

Given their insufficient grounding in social anthropology, it is 
still risky for French and Francophone archaeologists to abandon 
this cautious empiricism and extrapolate beyond a level where the 
data can be checked and quantified. This is evident in several 
imprudent generalisations or analogies on social organisation 
(Gallay 1986; Roux 1985). However, most importantly, the 
entirety of these works, like ethno-archaeology in general, has 
produced a considerable harvest of data and new hypotheses. Two 
levels of questions are relevant here, and must be considered in 
the correct sequence. The first level concerns the data themselves: 
materials, objects, techniques, natural phenomena, etc., and the 
second concerns the reconstructions based on these data: demogra- 
phy, symbolic interpretation, cultural tradition, social organis- 
ation, etc. In addition, these data and questions must be evaluated 
against experiments and archaeometric analyses, as is at present 
being done by Pétrequin’s group at Lake Chalain in the Jura. 
Thus, ethnographic observation generates hypotheses, and experi- 
ments and physico-chemical analyses evaluate interpretations. 
Thus, instead of borrowing models of behaviour directly from 
social anthropology and verifying their applicability to the 
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archaeological or the ethnographic data for 'goodness of fit, 
French archaeologists predominantly choose to elaborate their 
models first on the fundamental level of direct data. This is done 
by a continuing confrontation between archaeological data, ethno- 
graphic observation, experiment and analyses, so that the socio- 
economic models are introduced only in the second instance, after 
each of the data has been checked. This process, which ignores the 
inductivism/deductivism debate so important in American New 
Archaeology, and the discussion of archaeological reasoning in 
Logique de Port Royal (Borillo 1971), was recently and sarcasti- 
cally encapsulated by Haudricourt: ‘Je n’aı jamais pu les distinguer 
{induction et déduction] et me contente de raisonner comme je 
peux’ (Haudricourt and Dibie 1987: 15). 

We anticipate that the much more conceptual approach of 
Anglo-American archaeologists and the much more empirical 
approach of the French researchers will lead in a few years to 
rather similar models, probably at about the same time. 


Conclusion 


‘L’archéologie est enfin jeune’ (Soudsky 1970: 53): Soudsky’s state- 
ment of 1969 probably applies better to the French archaeology 
of the late 1980s than to that of the late 1960s. Although not 
always controlled, the accelerating growth of the last few years 
has at least been accompanied by some necessary re-evaluation, 
even if the situation remains very confused. The exponential 
growth of the database led the way to intepretative studies which 
were simply inconceivable ten years ago, when France was a blank 
on some archaeological maps of Europe. After a stage — which 
obviously has to continue — in which priority has been given to 
techniques of data recovery, and to the organisation of the disci- 
pline, the idea of a unity of archaeology, or at least of some 
community of methods, is slightly more popular, and this encour- 
ages theoretical debate. The renewed interest in the most generalis- 
ing parts of Leroi-Gourhan's work, and the hopes raised by new 
approaches to problems concerned with cultural technology, are 
encouraging signs. The road is long, however, and those who teach 
or work in rescue archaeology know how close to a nightmare the 
dream can be! Theoretical research in French archaeology still 
involves only a minority, but this minority is becoming larger, 
more active, and with a wider range of research interests. As a 
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result of yet another time-lag in its history, this fruition comes 
paradoxically at a moment when the humanities, and even history, 
so brilliant when archaeology was at its lowest ebb, are facing an 
acute crisis, which is often referred to in journalistic terms as 'the 
death of the ideologies’. 

Whatever the actual influence of debates which have taken place 
outside archaeology in France and outside France in archaeology, 
we have underlined some aspects of what could be specific French 
contributions. We do believe that the most promising is the 
emphasis on cultural technology, grounded in a long tradition 
which, after all, can be traced back to the Enlightenment and 
to the importance given to the social role of technology in the 
Encyclopédie of Diderot and d’Alembert. The eighteenth-century 
encyclopédistes accorded some political significance to their interest 
in technology. Similarly, it is our position that the status of archae- 
ology cannot be separated from its role in society, and therefore 
that the political implications of interpretation about the past will 
some time have to be examined, a point largely ignored in the 
Anglo-American literature. The best current French examples sug- 
gest that interpretative work will remain very empirically 
grounded in an interaction between the data on the one hand and 
analogy, experimentation and analytical techniques on the other. 
This must avoid the obvious pitfalls of merely sterile description 
and low-level inferences which have impeded much of such 
research until now. 

So are the arrogant ‘Froggies’ back? Certainly not! But the 
future richness of archaeological theory will of course depend on 
the interaction of different intellectual traditions, rather than on 
the adoption of a single ‘correct’ way of reasoning. At a moment 
when European universities are being compelled to merge in 
ambitious networks, French archaeology must face the challenge 
to bring its own modest contribution to a collaboration from 
which it has been absent for too long. 


Notes 


1. This contribution would not have been possible without Sander E. 
van der Leeuw, who translated it into English, or Stuart C. Brown, 
who spent countless hours with one of us deciphering the nuances 
and the logic of our French way of thinking in order to transpose 
them into the nuance and logic of the English language. To both of 
them, we express our friendship and gratitude. 
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2. ‘If we try to find a palaeo-sociological approach in the three fat, 
almost official, volumes devoted to the prehistory of France published 
in 1976, we will be disappointed.’ 

3. "The road is long but after all archaeology is young. The young 
people on the barricades will be able to destroy those other barricades 
surrounding the sciences and national languages, the impenetrable 
domains of disciplines which are too far separated, the “parochial” 
terminologies and typologies... , but at the same time we must 
change the education and training of archaeologists. Universities must 
be changed as well as the academies, the journals, the monographs, 
the museums, the archives and, above all, the excavations. There 15 
much to do. 

4. [This text] seems to mark an epoch in the spiritual journey of a 
great American archaeologist.’ 

5. ‘I have never been able to distinguish between them [induction and 
deduction] and I am content to reason as best I can.’ 
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THEORETICAL 
ARCHAEOLOGY IN 
BRITAIN 


Timothy Champion 


For academic archaeologists who began their careers in the period 
after the late 1960s, it may sometimes be difficult to imagine a 
time when archaeology in Britain did not seem to be in a state 
of theoretical ferment. Though it would be incorrect to describe 
British archaeology in the period before the mid 1960s as static, 
the rate of change since then has been substantially greater than 
before, and perhaps greater than in any period since the middle 
of the nineteenth century. It would, however, be easy to over- 
estimate the extent to which this theoretical debate has attracted 
the interest or sympathetic understanding of archaeologists and 
has affected the day-to-day practice of many of them. In this 
chapter I shall look at some of the main ideas introduced into the 
subject, first from America and more recently from Europe, and 
at British reaction to them, and try to see what can be said 
about the reasons for these developments, and the extent of their 
acceptance. 

Perhaps because of the great heterogeneity of the ideas and the 
sheer complexity of some of the concepts involved, there has been 
no general guide written to the intellectual history of British 
archaeology in the post-war period, though Trigger's survey 
(1990) includes a review of the broader Anglo-American tradition, 
but it should be noted that a similar complexity has not acted as 
a deterrent in related disciplines such as geography (Johnston 
1986, 1987). Apart from reviews of some of the themes of recent 
debate (e.g. Hodder 1985, 1986a; Shennan 1986, 1987), it is curious 
that the only two assessments of the state of archaeology specif- 
cally in Britain have been published in German by German archae- 
ologists who have worked in Britain (Harke 1983; Wolfram 1986). 
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Towards the New Archaeology 


One of the first signs of the things to come was a review by 
David Clarke of Chang's Rethinking Archaeology, which began 


with one of his characteristically vivid images: 


From time to time, as the primitive Old World archaeologist 
squats on the shore of the primordiał Atlantic, a passing 
current will wash up at his feet the ideograms of a distant 
civilisation — the baneful signs of distant archaeologists. With 
curiosity and persistence the aboriginal may laboriously run 
his finger along familiar signs in unfamiliar and difficult con- 
structions. At such times an American book on archaeological 
theory presents the English-reading native with all the prob- 
lems of relating Linear A to Linear B. 

(Clarke 1967: 237) 


In these few words Clarke caught both the excitement and the 
difficulty of new ideas. The image remains strikingly apt, though 
I think many would now see the aboriginal archaeologist as no 
longer the passive recipient of waves of new ideas, but the active 
seeker after, and modifier of, appropriate ideas, in the creation of 
a new independent discipline, neither art nor science, neither his- 
tory nor anthropology, but archaeology. 

Clarke had himself been working towards a reformation of 
archaeology, which he saw as chaotically unsystematic, undisci- 
plined, intuitive and empirical. His Analytical Archaeology (1968) 
was a bombshell. Drawing heavily on mathematical, statistical, 
scientific and geographical techniques, frequently before they were 
adequately synthesised within their own disciplines, it was a stag- 
gering work of intellectual eclecticism. It was simply not the sort 
of archaeology that British archaeologists were used to. 

The reaction in Britain has been described by Chapman (1979). 
It varied from ignoring it, to ridiculing it, criticising its jargon 
(and overlooking its message), belittling it as having nothing new 
to say (‘we have been doing this all the time’), and calling it un- 
Briush. Daniel has argued (1975: 371), in a passage that dismisses 
all post-1960s theoretical archaeology along with the lunatic fringe 
and forgeries, that it was only because of 'the bareness of the pre- 
Columbian record of archaeology” in which ‘nothing happened of 
general interest to the student of world history’ that American 
archaeologists, dismayed by their archaeological record, have 
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sought refuge in theory and methodology’. Such views, though 
most cogently articulated by Daniel, may not have been atypical 
of many British archaeologists, amateur and professional. 

Daniel did, however, organise a debate on the future of archae- 
ology, which rumbled on in the pages of Antiquity until Clarke's 
famous 1973 article on the loss of innocence in archaeology, a 
polemic defence of the New Archaeology and a programme of 
work that he was never going to be able to carry out. This was 
perhaps the one time when important theoretical issues were 
openly debated in a journal with a comparatively wide and popular 
readership, though the antipathy of the editorial viewpoint was 
evident. It may be doubted how much was achieved by this, since 
the reactions to Clarke's articie were very much the same as those 
to the original book — objections to the verbal medium and an 
unwillingness to confront the message it contained. 

I doubt if many would now share such extreme reactions as 
those, but equally I doubt if many now read Analytical Archae- 
ology. It was, as Chapman has argued, a book of the 1960s. It 
was prophetic; many of the methods and concepts of later archae- 
ology were first suggested there. Of the four main ‘paradigms’ or 
modes of archaeological investigation which Clarke identified 
(1972), the ecological, geographical and anthropological have all 
flourished (Wolfram 1986: 38-105); only the study of cultural 
morphołogy and the definition of cultural entities now seems less 
important. As Shennan (1989) has emphasised, however, Clarke's 
concern for the analysis of culture, which may have seemed like 
the final days of the old Childean tradition, did at least show an 
interest in culture for its own sake, something which was largely 
missing from much of the processual archaeology that was to 
come, and which had to be rediscovered subsequently. 

Clarke's Analytical Archaeology has left its legacy: an emphasis 
on methodology, and the refinement of procedures and concepts, 
the beginnings of a debate on the nature of knowledge and expla- 
nation in archaeology, perhaps above all a lively intellectual curi- 
osity and a willingness to look beyond the subject itself to find 
new ideas. But it probably also signified a parting of the ways; 
from the early 1970s onwards, explicitly theoretical concerns have 
become progressively further removed, in language, audience and 
vehicle of publication, as well as in subject matter, from a tra- 
ditional, empirical non-theoreticised archaeology. 
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Processual archaeology 


At the same time as Clarke was preparing his attack on traditional 
archaeology, the various developments known collectively, but 
not very helpfully, as the "New Archaeology’ were taking place 
in the United States. Though they could be regarded in part as a 
sociological phenomenon, and a response to the expansion and 
changing nature of the archaeological profession in the 1960s and 
the new people coming into it at that time, there was also a very 
important theoretical element, inextricably linked in British eyes 
with the name of Lewis Binford. This movement contained many 
separate but interlocking elements. Some were negative, such as 
the rejection of traditional archaeology's emphasis on a culture- 
historical approach; some were more positive, such as a belief in 
past societies and social processes as the prime object of archae- 
ology’s endeavours, and the possibility of reconstructing them, 
the adoption of systems theory as a means of explaining social 
organisation, and a view of culture as an adaptive response. There 
was also an emphasis on explanation, in particular the adoption 
of a specific mode of scienufic explanation which subsumed indi- 
vidual cases under general laws, and on scientific methodology. 
New aims required new techniques, and there was special empha- 
sis on quantitative methods and mathematical models, in particular 
those derived from geography. 

The leading advocate of the New Archaeology in Britain, 
though by no means an uncritical one, has been Colin Renfrew. 
Though sceptical of the search for general laws, he has maintained 
the emphasis on generalisation and explanation (Renfrew 1982a). 
Systems theory received its first and perhaps clearest exposition 
as an explanatory method in his analysis of the growth of Aegean 
civilisation (Renfrew 1972). The ideas of American neo-evolution- 
ist anthropologists such as Fried and especially Service, with his 
schematic typology of band, tribe, chietdom and state, were intro- 
duced and applied to European case studies (e.g. Renfrew 1973). 

In this way there emerged a new mode of archaeological 
research and writing, which stressed the processes of social and 
economic change within a systems theory framework, with a par- 
ticular interest in exchange, in ceremonial monuments (Renfrew 
1973), cemeteries (e.g. Chapman et al. 1981), and settlement pat- 
terns and central places (e.g. Renfrew 1982b) as the evidence for 
those processes in the archaeological record. The methodology 
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relied greatly on new scientific techniques, on quantification, and 
on geographical (Hodder and Orton 1976; Hodges 1987) and 
mathematical (Renfrew and Cooke 1979; Renfrew et al. 1982: 
287-421) models. More recently, partly in response to the criticism 
that systems theory relies on external stimulus to account for 
long-term change, there has been an interest in the possibilities of 
explaining change through internal factors. Hence the interest in 
mathematical models such as catastrophe theory to explain sudden 
change (Renfrew 1978, 1979), and in self-organising systems (Allen 
1982); hence also the analysis of the relationships between clusters 
of societies, the so-called ‘peer polity interaction’ (Renfrew and 
Cherry 1986), to explain patterns of shared development through 
endogenous factors. 

Renfrew’s work seems never to have attracted the same hostile 
reception as did Clarke’s. In part this may have been due to the 
comparative lack of jargon, and the relative accessibility of his 
writing. More importantly, his approach has more often been the 
explanation of specific data than methodological exposition for its 
own sake. His own researches have been largely rooted in the 
problems of European prehistory, and he inevitably became 
involved there in arguments against the prevailing typological and 
culture-historical approach, with its emphasis on diffusion through 
migration or vague ‘influence’, as the explanation of culture 
change. But, as he put it himself: 


Usually ... my starting point has been a specific problem 
arising within the geographical area and the time range of my 
work at that time. In many cases the problem has proved, at 
least in part, to be simply a variant of one very general 
question which recurs again and again in different parts of 
the world over the past century of archaeological research. . . . 
The solutions which emerge are, however, emphatically not 
specific to the single instance in relation to which they were 
originally conceived. 

(Renfrew 1984: 5) 


On the contrary, the kind of archaeology advocated by Renfrew 
from the late 1960s onwards has become, in one form or another, 
and whether explicitly recognised or not, one of the prevailing 
modes of contemporary work in the discipline. This is the so- 
called ‘processual archaeology’ with its emphasis on social and 
economic processes, its systemic view of culture and its acceptance 
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of neo-evolutionary social typologies, and employing a method- 
ology embracing all the new scientific, mathematical, statistical 
and geographical techniques. This general orientation towards a 
socio-economic archaeology, though by no means the only mode 
of pursuing research and enquiry, has come to represent one 
characteristic form of recent British archaeology (e.g. Rentrew and 
Shennan 1982; Champion et al. 1984; Collis 1984). 


Reaction to the new processual archaeology 


From the mid 1970s a series of alternative viewpoints to that 
of processual archacology have been tried, adopted, rejected or 
modified. There 15, as yet, no single stance that has achieved even 
general support; the picture is one of intellectual fragmentation 
and ferment, in which virtually the only common theme is reaction 
to the tenets of the New Archaeology, and which can only be 
described as post-processual archaeołogy (Hodder 1985). 

In part this was because of the emergence of other, potentially 
more informative and illuminating approaches, in part it was the 
result of dissatisfaction with specific elements of the New Archae- 
ology (Hodder 1982c). Some of the objections to its tenets and 
the sort of explanations of the past it offered revolved around its 
functionalist account of human culture and social organisation, 
reducing a rich variety of human experience to mere adaptive 
strategies against a non-human environment; material culture is 
more than just tools for survival or an information system for 
efficiency of adaptation. The adoption of a systems theory 
approach to explanation also led to the denial of an active role to 
the individual, who was very largely obscured in the discussion 
of systems and subsystems as the key explanatory units. Further- 
more, it made it difficult to locate the causes of social change 
within the society itself; in a systems theory which assumes 
homeostatic equilibrium, positive-feedback deviation-amplifying 
mechanisms require an external stimulus; hence the interest in 
environmental change or population growth, frequently regarded 
as an external or independent variable, not subject to social con- 
trol. 

A further criticism was the alleged failure of the processual 
approach to produce any valid and informative generalisations; 
the quest for general laws may have been vain, but the status of 
the generalisable propositions about the past that had been pro- 
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duced was still somewhat uncertain. At the same time, the cost 
to be paid for seeking generalisation, in the form of the loss of 
attention paid to the uniqueness of the context of individual past 
societies and their historical development, was felt by some to be 
too high. 


Production and reproduction 


From the mid 1970s there has been a series of new influences on 
British archaeology, though now the waves bringing the baleful 
signs of other intellectual cultures have come from across the 
English Channel rather than the Atlantic. One of the first of these 
has been the French school of so-called neo-Marxist anthropology; 
the revitalisation during the 1960s of Marx's treatment of precapi- 
talist societies, under the influence of philosophers such as 
Althusser, produced a distinctive school of anthropologists of 
whom Godelier, Terray and Meillassoux have had the greatest 
effect (Kahn and Llobera 1981; Bloch 1983). The aim of this 
school was to develop means of analysing precapitalist societies 
in terms of the same ideas of contradiction and conflict that Marx 
had used for capitalism itself, and it did so with its concepts of 
mode of production, social formation, social reproduction and 
structural causality. The sources of power and conflict in society 
were not limited to control of subsistence production, but also 
included control of biological reproduction, status, knowledge and 
prestige items, and in particular control over their circulation, 
dissemination and exchange. Ethnographic and ethnohistoric 
research provided specific models linking land, material culture, 
men and women, and concentrating on alliance structures, the 
ancestors and exchange; the work of Meillassoux (1972) and Fried- 
man (1975, 1979) has been particularly influential. Another very 
important element in this approach is the emphasis on ideology, 
not in the sense of a shared general view of the world, but of 
beliefs whose function is to naturalise or legitimate the asymmetri- 
cal relationships within a society, or to mask them or deny their 
existence. The projection of such ideologies through the manipu- 
latton of material culture and ritual activity makes this a well- 
known field of anthropological study, and a potentally very 
fruitful one for archaeologists. 

The ideas of this school of anthropology, first advertised by 
Friedman and Rowlands (1977), have inspired a number of studies 
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by British archaeologists, such as that by Frankenstein and Rowl- 
ands (1978) of south-western Germany in the early Iron Age, by 
Parker Pearson (1984) of Iron Age Jutland, by Tilley (1984) of 
middle neolithic Sweden, or the more extensive interpretations of 
British prehistory by Bradley (1984) and by Clarke, Cowie and 
Foxon (1985). There are a number of features which seem to have 
made it particularly attractive, not least the way in which some 
of the evidence produced by the traditional concerns of Furopean 
and British archaeology could be utilised in this new approach. 
Studies of subsistence agriculture through field systems and stor- 
age facilities, aided by recent advances in the recovery and identi- 
fication of plant and bone remains, and of exchange systems, 
particularly in the light of the scientific analyses now increasingly 
available, have provided important evidence for this sort of 
approach, while much of the material of European prehistory has 
been recovered from ritual monuments, funerary contexts and 
hoards, where å consideration of the ritual and ideological context 
ıs inescapable; archaeology has not yet, however, found a way of 
dealing with two of the other elements that are important in these 
models, patrilineal descent groups and the movement of women 
in marriage alliances. 

Another attraction of this approach is that it places the expla- 
nation of social change firmly within the society itself. Although 
it shares with the systems theory approach a belief in the connec- 
tions between different facets of society, such as subsistence, 
exchange and social organisation, each society is conceived of as 
having within it the seeds of change, contradictions which can 
only be resolved by change and which constrain, but do not 
determine, the precise pattern that change will take. The kind of 
explanation offered, therefore, is very different, not the subsump- 
ton of a specific case to a generalisation, but rather the under- 
standing or interpretation of a specific case in its unique historical 
context. 

There has, therefore, been considerable interest in the study of 
prestige items and their circulation and consumption, both in the 
context of prestige goods economies and as symbols of social 
status. Discussions of ideology have been particularly concerned 
with the role of tombs and other monuments in rituals associated 
with the celebration of the ancestors, in contrast to the emergence 
of practices which explicitly acknowledge the power of individuals 
or are designed to deny it. 
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A further development of this approach is the recogninon that 
the networks of exchange and interaction to which societies 
belong, and the structures of dominance which they symbolise, are 
very extensive, Wallerstein's (1974) study of the rise of European 
capitalism used concepts of regional economy and world-system 
to analyse these relationships, but, as Ekholm (1981) argued, such 
structures were not confined to the relatively recent historical 
period of capitalist economies, but extended back at least to the 
rise of the earliest civilisations and the consequent emergence of 
major differences in social and economic organisation between 
societies in a regional network. The recognition of the regional 
scale necessary for the appropriate analysis of such developments 
lies behind the attempts to adapt Wallerstein's core-and-periphery 
concepts to the context of precapitalist societies, and the study of 
long-distance exchange links, especially in prestige goods, through 
which they were articulated (Frankenstein and Rowlands 1978; 
Gledhill 1978; Rowlands 1980; Rowlands et al. 1987; Champion 
1989). 


Material culture 


The neo-Marxist approach raised many questions, but it placed 
the emphasis of discussion firmly on questions of conflict within 
society, the different and conflicting strategies pursued by indi- 
viduals within society, the interaction of individual action and 
social structure, and of ideology, its effectiveness and its relation- 
ship to social reality. It shared with processual archaeology not 
only the concept of linkages between the various subdivisions of 
human culture, but also a perception of the past as somehow 
objectively knowable through the medium of the archaeological 
record. This process was seldom described or discussed, let alone 
seen as particularły problematic. The evidence was believed to 
consist primarily of material culture items as the passive residues 
of past behaviour and to form a ‘record’ or ‘reflection’ of that 
behaviour; the business of the archaeologist was to find the correct 
method of reconverting those present residues into past behaviour. 
Despite many insights into the social and physical processes relat- 
ing the present evidence to the past (Schiffer 1976, 1987), the basic 
role of material culture as the passive, albeit transformed, residue 
of the past was not seen as a critical problem. 

This approach to the role of material culture, the nature of the 
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archaeological record and the appropriate procedures for using it 
to illuminate the past have now all been called into question. The 
initial thrust to this challenge came from ethnographic fieldwork 
by Hodder (1982a), who argued that material culture was not 
merely the passive residue of functional needs, but on the con- 
trary, should be seen as having symbolic meaning and as active, 
creating social relationships, with an internal logic which is part 
of the way that society organises itself and its relations with the 
world; clothing, for instance, is not just a functional response to 
the need to provide protection against the environment, but also 
a medium for symbolic meanings and an active social strategy. 
The emphasis should be on the meaning, not the function, of 
material culture, but that meaning will be specific to the social 
and historical context of usage. 

The archaeological record, in so far as it is comprised of items 
of material culture, therefore, is not a passive reflection of past 
behaviour, but a meaningfully constituted part of past social 
action. In order to understand it, it is necessary not so much to 
find the correct procedures for working back from the record 
through the various transformational processes to make inferences 
about the past, but to find ways of interpreting the meaning of 
past culture. 

One of the first attempts to address this problem adopted a 
structuralist approach (e.g. Hodder 1982b). The patterns identifi- 
able in material culture were seen as structured sets of oppositions, 
and ultimately as specific embodiments of the underlying structure 
of principles with which society categorised its human and physi- 
cal environment and ordered its social relationships. These prin- 
ciples might be embodied in different ways in different areas of 
material culture (burials, houses, ceramic decoration), but it was 
they that constituted the ultimate explanation for past cultures 
and it was the task of archaeology to elucidate these principles 
and the ways in which material culture embodied them. 

Herein lay some of the problems for this approach. The under- 
lying, structuring principles of past societies were for the most part 
incapable of verification independently of the material evidence on 
the basis of which they were being suggested (though the more 
recent historical periods might offer other sources of information). 
Clearly an interpretation could be more persuasive if it could be 
credibly worked out in a variety of fields of material culture, but 
the question was how, if at all, it was possible to distinguish 
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between alternative suggestions, and how it was possible to give 
credence to any particular one. Furthermore, as archaeology 
tended more and more to be a science of material culture, the role 
of the more remote prehistoric past, where certainty was imposs- 
ible, became correspondingly diminished. 

Another approach, which also lays great emphasis on the sym- 
bolic meaning of material culture, turns again to the concept of 
ideology, though in a rather wider sense than the illusory false 
consciousness of Marxist analysis. Ideology is not just a mask of 
social reality, but a part of that reality and a part of the principles 
in terms of which individuals organised their lives and their action, 
and therefore an integral part of the past which archaeology seeks 
to investigate (e.g. Miller and Tilley 1984). Through this concept 
of ideology, it is theoretically possible to link the interpretation 
of the symbolic meanings of material culture with the explanation 
of social organisation and longer-term social change. The wider 
range of evidence used in such an account of a past society offers 
the possibility of assessing the interpretation in different areas of 
culture, to give a means of judging its appropriateness. 

Yet another approach is what Hodder (1986a) has called contex- 
tual archaeology. As well as the functions and symbolic meaning 
of material culture, he distinguishes a contextual meaning: the 
relationship between material culture and its meaning may ulti- 
mately be arbitrary, but it derives at least part of its meaning from 
its context and from preceding contexts. The emphasis is now 
upon the context of culture and the historical sequence of culture; 
the importance of culture history is reasserted, as is also the 
affinity of archaeology to history. To illustrate the kind of histori- 
cal explanation to be derived from this approach, the philosophy 
of Collingwood is invoked with its idea of rethinking past 
thoughts. The archaeological record forms not an evidential basis 
for inferences, but a ‘text’ which has to be read. 

The problems of this approach are of two sorts. The first are 
practicał, to show how it is possible to develop an archaeology 
of contextuał meaning, particularly for prehistoric societies with 
no independent sources of evidence. In two recent volumes 
Hodder has tried to demonstrate the potential of this approach, 
with detailed studies of contextual meanings (1987a) and long- 
term historical sequences (1987b) of both modern and more 
remote societies. The success of these case studies varies consider- 
ably; the most persuasive are those derived from the most recent 
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periods, where other non-material forms of evidence are available 
as sources of meaning, and the possibility of reading such mean- 
ings into the more remote past remains doubtful. On the contrary, 
Barrett (1987, 1988) has argued that it is impossible; we may be 
able to see how types of material culture were used in active 
strategies of negotiaung social relationships, and see something of 
the specific areas of culture in which such discourse operated, but 
we can never gain access to the actual meaning which past societies 
would have attached to their material objects. His study (1989) 
of the transition from the Late Bronze Age to the Iron Age shows 
how it is possible to interpret the material record in this light, in 
terms of changing social relationships. 

The other problems are of a more theoretical nature, concerning 
the concepts of ‘reading the text’ and of ‘meaning’. In place of an 
archaeological ‘record’ which contains some sort of objective 
account of the past if we have the correct means of deciding it, 
it is now suggested that we should think of the evidence of the 
past as a ‘text’ to which archaeologists as readers give meaning 
(Hodder 1988, 1989a; Tilley 1990). At the heart of this debate are 
matters of fundamental importance concerning the nature of the 
relationship between the archaeologists and the evidence, and how 
to characterise it; the metaphor of neither a record nor a text seems 
perfectly to describe the way in which the evidence constrains but 
does not determine the possibility of interpretation. These, how- 
ever, are questions that have not yet been fully addressed, let 
alone resolved. 


A critical archaeology 


A third major response to the positivism of the new processual 
archaeology has been the growth of a critical self-awareness of 
the context in which archaeology as an academic discipline oper- 
ates, and the historical specificity of the concepts it applies to its 
analysis of the past. This has drawn attention particularly to ques- 
tions about the role of archaeology and a vision of the past in the 
development of modern European societies and in current political 
discourse, and also about the problems of extending to other 
societies the categories of discussion derived from our own 
uniquely European perceptions. 

These questions, though already beginning to surface, were 
brought very much to the fore in the context of the World Archae- 
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ological Congress in 1986 (Ucko 1987). The programme, 
announced three years before and developed in the intervening 
period, included sessions on such topics as archaeological objec- 
tivity, the politics of the past and the reburial of human remains. 
These were questions which had seldom, if ever, been discussed 
in such depth or so explicitly in an archaeological forum, but it 
was the decision of the organising committee to exclude South 
African and Namibian participants that focused public debate on 
the traditional image of archaeology as an objective and apolitical 
academic discipline which should be free of such overtly political 
stances. As some archaeologists argued, however, the issues are not 
simple (e.g. Hodder 1986b); quite apart from the very convoluted 
concept of academic freedom, the idea of a neutral, apolitical 
scientific sphere of activity is itself a political construct of post- 
Renaissance European thought. It is one that has played a con- 
siderable part in the scientific and technological enterprise that 
underlay European capitalist expansion and domination; ideas of 
progress and social evolution likewise provided part of the philo- 
sophical background and justification for such expansion. Archae- 
ology can now be seen to have a role in political strategies of 
domination and resistance or exclusion (Gathercole and Lowenthal 
1990; Stone and Mackenzie 1990). 

On the whole, however, archaeologists have been reluctant to 
grasp the consequences of such arguments that archaeology is not 
a neutral pursuit, but part of the wider public and political practice 
of contemporary society, influenced by it and in turn influencing 
it. It may well be that for the moment the contribution of the 
archaeological past to contemporary debate is low; as Shennan 
(1986: 337) has suggested, the irony of one of the most overtly 
Marxist analyses of British prehistory being published by Her 
Majesty's Stationery Office is comprehensible if archaeology is 
thought to be minimally relevant. The political context of our 
perception of the past has been highlighted in other ways, how- 
ever. Girouard (1981), for instance, has made clear the importance 
of the reworking of medieval chivalry and the cult of the English 
gentleman for Victorian imperial expansion, while the growth of 
a new heritage industry has raised questions about the rose-tinted 
vision of the past it portrays (Wright 1985; Hewison 1987). At 
the present time, discussion of the proposed national core curricu- 
lum has made clear the extent of government control of the teach- 
ing of the historic past in schools. 
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The role of the more distant prehistoric past may be slight, but 
it is not negligible. Archaeology plays a significant part in the 
concepts of Celtic nationalism which are a continuing and unre- 
solved problem for the United Kingdom (e.g. Sheehy 1980; 
Delaney 1986). The annual rituals associated with the celebration 
of the summer solstice at Stonehenge have become a symbol of 
the struggle between law, order and convention on the one hand 
and, on the other, a life-style that rejects many of the accepted 
values of contemporary Britain; they are also a focus for the 
opposition between the established appropriation of the site as a 
monument to be visited, admired and interpreted under closely 
controlled access, but remote from current concerns, and an alter- 
native vision of it as central to a whole way of life. 

These are, however, questions that archaeologists have been 
reluctant to see as germane to their own subject, though there has 
been more attention paid to the influence of contemporary politi- 
cal and social ideas on the study and presentation of the past (e.g. 
Trigger 1981, 1984, 1990). Much of this has been at the general 
level of the Anglo-American tradition of archaeology, and we 
still lack any detailed discussion of the development of British 
archaeology within contemporary British society comparable to 
that of Patterson (1986) for the United States. Some specific points 
have been made, however. Museums have been recognised for 
some time as having a great capacity for moulding the public’s 
historical and political perception of the past (Horne 1984; Lumley 
1988), but Shanks and Tilley (1987a: 68—99) have been more con- 
cerned with the aesthetics of museum display and the way presen- 
tation establishes a relationship between the visitor and the past, 
divorcing the objects from their past context and from any present 
meaning, as part of the culture industry of capitalist society. 

Again, Rowlands (1984: 154) has argued that the concept of a 
European prehistory only makes sense as an area of archaeological 
enterprise in the context of a modern perception of an entity of 
Europe, with its own problems of unity and distinctiveness and 
its own appeal to the past. More specifically, it has been argued 
(Champion 1987: 99; 1990) that the programme of studies within 
the fields of European prehistory and medieval archaeology has, 
at least in part, been determined by perceptions of the past moul- 
ded by the interests of modern nation states. In more general 
terms, it has been suggested that the emphasis in contemporary 
archaeology on the trajectory from simple to complex societies 
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represents the imposition on the past of a modernising ethos and 
the primacy of European experience (Rowlands 1986). 

In a rather different vein, there has been an increasing interest 
in the nature of the contemporary practice of archaeology. Tilley 
(1989) has discussed the nature of the public reaction to exca- 
vation, while various authors (Hodder 1989b; several papers in 
Arcbaeological Review from Cambridge 8(2) (1989)) have anałysed 
the experience of writing in archaeology and its relationship to 
other forms of literary output. Feminist critiques have also been 
brought to bear on the discipline, not only for the lack of women 
in our representation of the past but also for their minor and 
predominantly lowly role in the contemporary profession (Soren- 
sen 1988). 

Recognition of the political and social context of the practice 
of archaeology, and the consequent necessity of abandoning 
notions of an objective, scientific and value-free subject, is one 
thing; assessing the implications of such a recognition is another. 
One of the most sustained discussions of such questions and one 
of the most specific answers is that of Shanks and Tilley (1987a, 
1987b). For them the solution is to follow the German Frankfurt 
School of social philosophy, which claims a privileged position 
for its Critical Theory, regarding knowledge (in our case archaeol- 
ogical knowledge) as an instrument of power, and the true role 
of the subject as the exposing of ideology and the freeing of 
individuals from ideological subjugation. Contemporary archae- 
ology, with its separation of theory and practice, its claims to 
scientific generalisation and objectivity, its emphasis on economic 
behaviour and social evolution, its divorcing of the past from the 
present, its isolated professionalisation and institutionalisation, is 
an element in the structures of power and knowledge by which 
the capitalist economies of Europe have come to dominance. In 
contrast, archaeology should be a means of exposing these ideolog- 
165, of reasserting the role of the past in the discourse of the 
present, and engaging in a critique of modern society: 'archaeology 
is nothing if it is not critique’ (Shanks and Tilley 1987b: 213). Such 
a prescription, radically at variance with traditional perceptions of 
the nature and role of archaeology, is not without its own prob- 
lems concerning the nature of the domination in society expressed 
through the manipulation of knowledge of the past, the kinds of 
questions about the past that it would be most concerned with, 
or the sort of practice of archaeology that it would generate. It 
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has not yet been subjected to detailed criticism or implementation, 
so it remains to be seen what effect it will have. 

Underlying all these considerations are some of the most impor- 
tant problems for archaeology at the present time. Its practitioners 
have been reawakened to the social context of their subject, but 
have yet to find a way of coming to terms with the closely related 
questions of objectivity versus subjectivity, of relativism versus 
generalisation (Rowlands 1984). At the extremes are views which 
would now find few supporters; an archaeology so aware of the 
social context of the subjective construction of the past in the 
interests of dominant groups in society that it is doubtful whether 
there is any way of discriminating between competing visions of 
the past or any really informative role for archaeology in illuminat- 
ing the past for our better understanding, versus an archaeology 
that is wedded to an objective analysis and explanation of the past 
through universal concepts, which runs the risk of dehumanising 
the human past and denying the variety of human experience in 
the past and the social context of its study in the present. Though 
in recent years with the first flush of new awareness of the social 
context of archaeology, there has been a tendency to lurch towards 
the subjectivist view, there can equally be no denying the fact that 
many archaeologists would feel that we have made significant 
progress in understanding the human past in a way which presup- 
poses the possibility of some form of generalisable discussion. It 
is precisely in the identification of how we can avoid the crude 
choice between dchumanising science or an anything-goes relativ- 
ism that one of the major problems of contemporary archaeology 
les. 


The impact of theoretical debates 


Knowledge does not exist in a social vacuum, nor is an academic 
discipline free of social and political ties, as the growth of a critical 
self-awareness in British archaeołogy has made abundantly clear. 
An academic discipline such as archaeology also has its own 
internal system of institutional organisation, which itself has an 
effect on the organisation of knowledge and debate, and is 
frequently characterised by a variety of modes of working or 
‘disciplinary matrices’ (Kuhn 1970: 152). It remains, therefore, to 
consider the extent to which these theoretical developments have 
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affected British archaeology as a whole, and the reasons why they 
have occurred, and why to that particular extent. 

It must be immediately apparent to anyone having a perceptive 
acquaintance with the British archaeological scene that a concern 
with theoretical archaeology has not been universally shared 
throughout the discipline or the profession. It would certainly not 
form part of the popular perception of contemporary archaeology, 
as witnessed by the subjects exposure in the press and on tele- 
vision. Despite an increasing volume of media coverage, the domi- 
nant theme is still that of the archaeologist as the seeker after 
treasure, the discoverer of new and spectacular facts and the his- 
torian of the rise of great civilisations, an image only reinforced 
by such mythical, but influential, stereotypes of the archaeologist 
as Indiana Jones. Similarly in magazines designed to present 
archaeology to a wider popular audience, such as Current Archae- 
ology and Archaeology Today, most of the theoretical ferment of 
the last twenty years has gone unnoticed. In the latter it has for 
the most part been totally ignored, while in the former it has 
either been ignored or has suffered from a critical antipathy in 
editorial comments or in book reviews: Clarke’s Analytical 
Archaeology (1968) was described as 'one of the most dangerous” 
books in archaeology, while Hodder's Reading the Past (1986a) 
was dismissed as the ultimate egghead's guide to all the latest in 
archaeological jargon’ and, 'considering its inherently incompre- 
hensible subject, surprisingly well written”. 

Nor indeed would the theoretical debate be regarded as of more 
than peripheral interest by many professional archaeologists. Many 
parts of the field of archaeology remain virtually untouched. It is 
undoubtedly true that the theoretical discussions in archaeology 
have been very largely carried on by those whose primary interest 
in chronological terms lies in the prehistoric period. To the extent 
that much of the early theoretical debate focused on questions 
about the nature of explanation and the explanation of the pro- 
cesses of social change, it may be that those who operated pre- 
dominantly in the Classical, Roman and medieval fields felt such 
concerns to be irrelevant to those periods with an established 
framework of historically documented narrative. Renfrew (1980) 
distinguished what he called the 'great tradition” of archaeology 
in the Mediterranean lands and the Near East, a tradition which 
regarded the principles and theory of archaeology as simple and 
self-evident, and archaeology itself as one element in a mature 
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academic approach to the appreciation of Europe's cultural ances- 
try in the Classical past. His paper called for an effort to bridge 
the 'great divide” which separated this tradition from modern 
anthropological archaeology, for the benefit of both sides. Snod- 
grass (1984, 1985) has echoed that call, and has also demonstrated 
something of the achievements of Classical archaeology and the 
potential of its enormously rich and detailed database. In recent 
years there have been a number of attempts to realise that potential 
(e.g. Morris 1987). 

Similarly in the medieval period, the prevailing tradition of 
research has been within frameworks of historical explanation, 
with archaeology seen as subsidiary to history and providing it 
with illustrative detail, and with little interest in the kind of 
approach adopted in American historical archaeology (South 
1977a, 1977b). Indeed, the contrast between the British, and 
indeed European, approach to medieval archaeology and that 
adopted to the archaeology of the historically documented periods 
in other parts of the world, especially former colonial territories, 
is particularly revealing of the broader political sphere within 
which archaeology operates; medieval archaeology has very largely 
been constrained by the prevailing European mode of historical 
consciousness, with its implicit acceptance of European superior- 
ity, and its ideologically laden emphasis on descent from the 
Classical world and on the literary record as the primary means 
of establishing and transmitting our knowledge of it (Champion 
1990). Within such a tradition, archaeology has mostly followed 
the programme established by history, and has failed to see Europe 
as part of the wider study of the history of agrarian civilisations 
(e.g. Hall 1985; Baechler et al. 1988; Crone 1989). 

There are, of course, exceptions; Rahtz (1981, 1983) and Hodges 
(1983) have explored some of the implications of the New Archae- 
ology for the study of the medieval period, but they are for the 
most part setting out programmatic statements of possibilities 
rather than reviewing completed work. The more recent reactions 
to the New Archaeology described earlier seem not yet to have 
affected medieval archaeology, despite its obvious potential, for 
instance for the study of the meaning of variation in material 
culture in a historically known context. Those studies that have 
recently appeared, whether in the form of a general review (Austin 
1990) or a specific case study (Austin and Thomas 1990), only 
serve to show the wealth of the potential. Nevertheless, despite 
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Clarke's recognition long ago (1972: 18) that the historical periods 
would offer an important testing ground for theories of interpret- 
ation since archaeological data could be set alongside independent 
sources of information, little has been done to capitalise on this 
possibility, either to test theories originating in the prehistoric 
field or to enrich our understanding of the archaeology of later 
times. 

Though it might at first sight seem odd that such an obvious 
and ideal opportunity has been missed, it must be remembered 
that medieval archaeology as it is practised in Britain developed 
in very different circumstances from the historical archaeology of 
the United States, and was in fact something of a reaction to 
the excessively architectural and art-historical approach to the 
physically surviving material of the medieval period, to the 
exclusion of other parts of the archaeological record. There has, 
in fact, been work of this sort of considerable archaeological 
interest in the medieval and post-medieval periods, but it has been 
done as much by historians as by archaeologists; to cite a few 
examples, studies of artefact decoration (Richards 1987), funerary 
ritual (Giesey 1960; Pader 1982; Gitungs 1984), the landscape of 
power (Williamson and Bellamy 1987), and the iconography of 
power (Strong 1984) deal with topics well known to prehistoric 
archaeologists, while Cannadine's (1983) study of British royal 
ritual and monument-building explores a much more sophisticated 
means of analysing the meaning and context of such activity than 
has been developed in comparable prehistoric studies. 

It is very difficult to form any reliable estimate of the degree 
to which theoretical issues are part of current archaeological con- 
cerns, but to the extent that publications are an accurate reflection 
of those concerns, then their role is a minor one. The Council 
for British Archaeology’s British Archaeological Abstracts gives a 
good impression of the annual published output of the subject, and 
the items abstracted under the heading "Theory and principles”, in 
use since 1983, may serve as an approximate measure of theoretical 
concerns. In the seven years from 1983 to 1989, out of 14,236 
abstracted items, only 227 have been listed in that classification. 
It is true that some publications classified under other headings 
may have a strong theoretical orientation, for instance in the fields 
of education and presentation, and that other headings may reflect 
important developments of recent years such as quantitative meth- 
odology or environmental studies, but even so the proportion is 
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not high. It is even lower when the authorship of those 227 items 
is considered, since less than half of them are by British authors or 
in British publications, the majority originating in North America. 

There has been little impact on traditional modes of publication 
such as journals, though in the natural sciences the establishment 
of new subdisciplines or new theoretical orientations is regularly 
signalled by the appearance of new journals. There is no major 
British journal, newly founded or of longer standing, that is 
wholly or mainly devoted to theoretical debate in archaeology; 
only the Journal of Archaeological Science has signalled the emerg- 
ence of a new specialism. The major journals retain their annual 
schedule (not one suited to lively discussion) and their role as 
authoritarian providers of timeless facts; how far this is the result 
of deliberate editorial policy, and how far the perceived image of 
the journals has served to deter submission of theoretical articles, 
is not easy to answer, but I suspect that on the whole the major 
journals are not regarded by authors as appropriate places to 
publish such material. The periodicals with more frequent appear- 
ances, in particular Current Archaeology and Antiquity, have had 
editorial stances notably hostile to such developments in archae- 
ology, though the contents and editorial attitude of the latter have 
been substantially revised since the late 1980s. 

In fact, it is two of the ‘lesser’ journals that have come nearest to 
being specialist journals of theoretical archaeology, Archaeological 
Review from Cambridge and Scottish Archaeological Review; apart 
from these, we might cite the anthropological journal Man as a 
regular vehicle for contributions to theoretical archaeology. It is 
interesting that, each in its own way, these three journals are 
somehow peripheral to the mainstream of established British 
archaeology: one produced by students, one published in Scotland 
independently of an institution, and one focused on a related 
discipline. Otherwise, many of the ‘new’ ‘theoretical’ contri- 
butions have appeared in books, especially of collected papers or 
conference proceedings; we should note in particular some of the 
British Archaeological Reports volumes and the New Directions 
in Archaeology series published by Cambridge Univeristy Press. 
The nature of these publication outlets has perhaps made it easier 
to ignore theoretical publications, or dismiss them with complaints 
about the high price being asked for something with no new facts 
in it. 

There has been little impact on the universities. In most depart- 
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ments the syllabus remains doggedly devoted to regional and 
chronological approaches to archaeology, with little emphasis on 
thematic or generalised approaches, or on the teaching of the 
methodology, epistemology and philosophy of archaeology. Some 
departments have responded to recent advances by introducing 
courses in such fields as environmental archaeology, computing 
or quantitative methods, but in some places, I suspect, the teaching 
of courses on the history, methods and principles of archaeology 
carries a low priority and a low status, is regarded as a bore, and 
is inflicted on the junior members of staff; in any case, it seldom 
ranges far beyond an uncritical narrative of some of the major 
advances in archaeological knowledge or methods, or a consider- 
ation of excavation techniques and some basic operational concepts 
such as typology or stratigraphy. There are of course exceptions, 
but the teaching and discussion of the sort of topic outlined above 
has not been practised by more than a handful of our departments. 
It is, however, in the university sector, or at least in some of the 
university departments, rather than in any other branch of the 
archaeological profession, that the theoretical debate has been car- 
ried on to the extent that it has in Britain. 

There has been little impact on other institutions of archaeolog- 
ical organisation. Among the period societies and other national 
bodies, the Prehistoric Society has reflected some of these trends 
in its conferences, but otherwise there has been little sign that 
these institutions have recognised such developments, let alone 
been actively engaged in promoting them. While other changes in 
the nature of modern British archaeology have been marked by 
the formation of such groups as the Standing Conference of 
Archaeological Unit Managers, the Institute of Field Archaeol- 
ogists, the Association for Environmental Archaeologists or the 
Lithics Study Group, the main institutional response academically 
has been the emergence of the Theoreticał Archaeology Group 
(TAG), though the sense in which it is a formal or even informal 
study group rather than an ad boc committee structure for arrang- 
ing a conference is questionable (Fleming and Johnson 1990). It 
sprang initially from a joint meeting of staff and students of 
the $outhampton and Sheffield departments organised by Colin 
Renfrew in 1977, to provide precisely this sort of forum for 
theoretical discussion. It went open in 1979 and has since then 
organised a series of annual open meetings. 

The large numbers of people attending recent TAG conferences 
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is a testimony to its popularity as a forum, but is it a testimony 
to the popularity of theoretical archaeology? The intellectual scope 
of the papers has certainly widened in the last few years, to the 
point where the organisers of one recent meeting felt it necessary 
to remind us in their call for papers that they should have a 
substantial theoretical content. It is true that there is a very high 
level of participation, and a wide range of theoretical topics have 
been discussed at TAG, many receiving their first public airing 
there, but perhaps we are seeing not only an interest in theoretical 
archaeology, but also a sign of the changing social composition 
of the research community of professional archaeologists, who 
have come to regard existing institutions as irrelevant and now 
feel the need to have a forum appropriate to their interests. There 
is, after all, an enormous difference between the meetings arranged 
by the Theoretical Archaeology Group and those of the Society 
of Antiquaries of London, not only in the subject matter but also 
in the physical surroundings, the structure of the event, the age, 
professional status and aspirations of those attending, and the 
nature of the social gatherings with which the academic business 
is surrounded. The new series of annual conferences initiated by 
the Institute of Field Archaeologists in 1987 will offer another 
meeting place for the members of a growing profession; to judge 
from its first few years, it too has proved a considerable success, 
with some overlap with TAG in both membership and debate, 
and it remains to be seen whether a specifically theoretical forum 
emerges in the future, with a distinct content and clientele. 
There has been some impact on the practice of archaeology in 
the field, and some of the innovations ushered in during the 1960s, 
if not exactly central to the theoretical concerns of the New 
Archaeology, have become widely diffused. In particular there has 
been a ready acceptance of the rapidly developing new techniques 
for data recovery and the confrontation of the problems they 
pose. The recovery of environmental and economic evidence, for 
instance, is now a regular part of most, though not all, archaeolog- 
ical research. Computerised systems for data recording and analy- 
sis are becoming more widespread. There has also been a greater 
recognition of the need to understand and control the mechanisms 
through which this flood of data is produced, and to monitor the 
effect of site formation processes and our own sampling strategies 
on the creation of the archaeological record as we perceive it. 
Though explicitly probabilistic sampling strategies are still rare, 
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there is a greater recognition of the questions raised by the nature 
of the sample recovered, whether it is determined by contingent 
factors of access, availability and imminent destruction, or by the 
judgement of the investigator. There is also a greater awareness 
of the variety of past cultural and taphonomic processes that 
underlie the archaeological record, and have to be considered in 
its interpretation. 

It would be perverse to deny the considerable advances made 
im British archaeology in these directions in recent years, but they 
are all at a comparatively low methodologicał and technical level, 
and there has been less effect on other levels, for example the 
overall design of research programmes, the investigation of gener- 
alised socio-economic themes or the exploration of the meaning 
of variability in material culture. In some regions of Britain and 
for some periods of the past, it must be admitted, the available 
data are simply not good enough for this sort of enquiry to begin, 
since despite often considerable archaeological effort, the right 
kind of information is frequentły not available, or collected in a 
systematic enough way to be used with any confidence in its 
reliability. These are serious problems, and there undoubtedly 
remains a major task of basic data collection if many of the 
questions about the past raised by recent theoretical debates are 
to be successfully tackled. Only rarely, however, have the impli- 
cations for the recovery, recording and presentation of data 
through excavation or other fieldwork been realised. Most impor- 
tantly, I know of no generał attempt to assess the relevance of 
recent theoretical debates to the practice of field archaeology; all 
too often they seem to be regarded as irrelevant, while work in 
the field continues in a determinedly empirical and unselfcritical 
way. 


The social context 


Is it possible to say why these theoretical issues have concerned 
British archaeology so much, in contrast to some other European 
countries, and why on the other hand their effect has not been 
greater? The answers to such questions lie more in a consideration 
of the recent social and economic history of Britain than specifi- 
cally in archaeology itself — or even in its political history, for it 
may be no coincidence that an explicitly critical archaeology has 
developed during the lifetime of one of the most dogmatic 
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right-wing governments in recent times, when many areas of 
public and intellectual life have become more highly politicised 
than ever before. It is, however, part of the responsibility of a 
mature discipline to be prepared to engage in such discussion of 
its growth. 

Part of the answer is to be found in the development of edu- 
catton in recent decades. The decline of Classics is both cause and 
effect of an eclipse of the role of the Classical world in modern 
perceptions of the roots of European culture; it has resulted not 
only in the loss of the traditionally dominant approach to the past 
and of history as the means of elucidating it, but also in the 
education of many more school children and students (among 
them David Clarke and Colin Renfrew) in other modes of 
thought, such as those of the natural sciences. These attitudes 
were themselves merely part of the changing social and intellectual 
climate of the period after the Second World War, a time of 
optimism about the potential of science and technology to explain 
the world and to improve it. The status of science was high, and 
the attraction to other disciplines of adopting the trappings and 
terminology of science was correspondingly great. Equally, the 
reaction to scientific, processual archaeology should be seen in the 
context of a growing pessimism about the ability of science to 
solve the problems of the world, an interest in alternative techno- 
logies, the growth of the various conservation and ecological 
movements, and a marked decline in the popular estimation of 
science which is reflected, among other things, by the rapid decline 
in numbers of applicants to universities for science courses. 

The post-war expansion of secondary and then tertiary edu- 
cation facilities has also been of major importance, in particular 
the growth of the universities in the 1960s and 1970s. Many new 
departments of archaeology were founded at that time, including 
some of those which have played the largest part of the theoretical 
debates discussed above. Within a period of about ten years a 
whole new generation of archaeologists had been recruited to the 
universities, and among this peer group were many who had been 
heavily influenced by the theoretical debates of the late 1960s or 
taught by some of its leading exponents. Thus this injection of 
new blood into the university system brought with it an interest 
in new theoretical ideas. 

Part of the answer is also to be found in the nature of the British 
university system, which 1s not as conservative, authoritarian or 
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professorially dominated as in some other European countries, or 
as politically constrained as in others. The intellectual climate is 
one which accepts the concept of academic progress through 
change. By and large, and especially in the humanities, individual 
members of staff are allowed considerable freedom to choose the 
particular orientation of their teaching, research and publication 
within the broadest limits of their discipline. At the postgraduate 
level, too, this has meant that a higher value is placed on contra- 
dicting or refining received ideas than on slavishly elaborating the 
ideas of one's professor or supervisor. British universities have 
therefore provided a forum which permits or even encourages the 
discussion of new theoretical ideas. 

More generally, the growth of archaeology within the expanding 
university system should be seen as one aspect of the economic 
prosperity of the 1960s. Another aspect was the massive pro- 
gramme of urban redevelopment and other engineering projects 
such as motorway construction, as well as changes in the agricul- 
ture and forestry industries, which led to the growth of the rescue 
archaeology movement (Jones 1984). One of the great achieve- 
ments of the last twenty years has been the success of pressure 
groups such as Rescue in raising the profile of archaeology pub- 
licly and politically, and heightening public awareness of the 
threats to the survival of the evidence. Government funding for 
rescue archaeology rose rapidly in the 1970s, and has been very 
largely maintained in subsequent years; more recently, indirect 
government support through the Manpower Services Commission 
and now an increasing willingness on the part of developers to 
fund rescue work have meant a steady growth in this field. This 
expansion of archaeological activity, coupled with the British prac- 
tice of using so-called ‘volunteer’ workers, frequently graduates, 
rather than manual labourers, has in turn led to the unprecedented 
expansion of the archaeological profession in the areas of exca- 
vation and fieldwork. There has been analogous growth of pro- 
fessional employment in related fields concerned primarily with 
the preservation of the archaeological evidence, especially in 
museums and planning offices. 

Within a short space of time, archaeology has changed almost 
out of all recognition. From being the rather small and esoteric 
concern of a few universities and museums, it has grown greatly 
in numbers, and in the heterogeneity of its institutional structures, 
and of their practical or academic involvement. Each of these 
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branches of the profession, however, is operating within its own 
parucular constraints. Rescue archaeology has grown up very 
largely divorced from universities and their academic debates, but 
subject to its own obligations to developers and funding authorit- 
ies, which have seldom allowed it to go far beyond the basic 
recovery of evidence. As this side of the profession has grown, 
so has its dominance within archaeology, at least in quantitative 
terms of personnel. The expansion of the universities ceased in 
the early 1970s, and the next few years seem likely to bring a 
contraction in that area (Austin 1987). The long-term conse- 
quences of proposals in the late 1980s for the restructuring of 
higher education in Britain, which are designed to make the nature 
and scope of courses offered more responsive to student demand, 
are very difficult to assess; one possibility is that archaeology 
courses will become more strictly vocational, with more emphasis 
on methodology and practice, and even less on theory. Some 
universities, on the other hand, have already introduced courses 
in the general field of heritage management, which ought in prin- 
ciple to offer the opportunity to consider such theoretical matters 
as the presentation of the past and the construction of meaning. 

Predictions of this sort are hazardous in the extreme, but it 
seems likely that, despite any growth in the volume of archaeolog- 
ical activity in the coming years, the increased separation of the 
various branches of the profession and the increasingly differen- 
tiated and demarcated disciplinary matrices within which they will 
be working may well mean that the ever more abstruse theoretical 
debate will be progressively confined to a small section of the 
archaeological community. 
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THEORY IN 
SCANDINAVIAN 
ARCHAEOLOGY SINCE 1960: 
A VIEW FROM NORWAY 


Bjørn Mybre! 


Introduction 


We are living in the post-modern period; everything seems to be 
post- at the moment. It has become a general trend to look back 
to the past for ideas and traits and to incorporate them into 
modern constructions. Different directions and approaches can 
thrive side by side, without hard discussion on what is right or 
wrong, without a clear view that there is only one way to follow. 
The philosophy of post-modernism is to be found within architec- 
ture, art and literature, but also within philosophy, science, art 
and the humanities. Some say it has become a way of living 
(Baudrillard 1981; Lyotard 1979; Hviid Nielsen 1986), an attitude 
which has left its imprint on archaeology as well. 

The twenty-five years of inspiring discussion between followers 
of traditional and New Archaeology, and between different 
approaches within the New Archaeology, seem to have ended, 
and we may ask if the discipline is on the way to a sort of 
theoretical relativism. There is not one archaeology or one prehis- 
tory any more, but many, depending on the philosophical or 
political theory of the archaeologist. Even the much reviled years 
of the 1950s seem to be of interest; we hear slogans like ‘Back to 
the 50s’, meaning back to pre-processual archaeology to investigate 
what we lost during the 1960s and 1970s ‘to rebuild the bridges 
which were so harshly broken by processual archaeology, reevalu- 
ate what has been termed the “long sleep of archaeological 
theory” * (Hodder 1986: 176). 

I would like to present my personal views on how Scandinavian 
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archaeology developed during these twenty-five years. On the one 
hand I would like to comment on the influence of British and 
American archaeology. It is, however, my impression that the 
theoretical discussion in Scandinavia also followed an independent 
direction under influences from other disciplines in the humanities 
and social sciences and from the philosophy of science. 

It is necessary to distinguish between the concepts of method, 
models and theory. "Theory is what decides our choice of data 
and the interpretation of our analysis (Larsson 1986: 5), and 
‘theory constitutes our data by preceding them, forming the frame 
of reference within which questions are formulated. Its function 
is first to generate hypotheses, then to predict solutions” (Dom- 
masnes 1987: 6). We construct models to clarıfy our theory and 
research process, and we use methods to handle our data, as a 
form of argument to translate data into knowledge (Dommasnes 
1987; Hill 1972: 73). Theory may then be defined as: a) a general 
conception of humanity and society that can be found in all the 
human disciplines; and b) a more specific view that guides the 
archaeologist' s choice of data and special methods. Or, to follow 
David Clarke, a comprehensive archaeological general theory with 
the following subtheories: pre-depositional theory, depositional 
theory, post-depositional theory, retrieval theory, analytical 
theory and interpretative theory (1973: 16). 


Scandinavian theoretical archaeology, 1960—1975 


David Clarke saw four competing paradigms or approaches in the 
archaeological scene of 1972: the morphological, the anthropologi- 
cal, the ecological and the geographical paradigms, that were 
cross-cut by a number of new methodologies. He compared the 
situation at that time with T. S. Kuhn’s description of a pre- 
paradigmatic phase, and he found himself in an intermediate 
period between, on the one side, the paradigmatic phase of the 
traditional post-war archaeology characterised by 'an artefact- 
based, particularised, qualitative, culture-historical paradigm’ 
(Clarke 1972: 43) and, on the other side, a new more uniform 
paradigmatic phase that was to come. He found that contemporary 
archaeology exhibited the diverse and rapid change described by 
Kuhn as characteristic of the pre-paradigmatic phase. 

Generally speaking, such a broad description of the discipline's 
development from the 1950s to the 1970s may be applied to 
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Scandinavian archaeology too (Selinge 1979a, Hyenstrand 1979, 
1981). But it is difficult to accept that the post-war situation was 
so uniform. At least three of Clarke's four competing approaches 
also existed in the late 1940s and the 1950s; and there was strong 
competition between the followers of the morphological (or typo- 
logical) paradigm and the ecological and geographical paradigms 
(Kristiansen 1978a; Becker 1979; Jensen 1979a). Clarke clearly also 
exaggerated the situation for British archaeology in the 1950s 
(compare works by Graham Clark, Gordon Childe and E. C. 
Curwen). 

The late 1940s and early 1950s seem in fact to have been an 
optimistic and creative period for archaeology in Scandinavia. A 
historical and economic approach was emphasised, with the aim 
of reconstructing culture history, settlement development and past 
lifeways. Intensive mapping and inventorisation of ancient monu- 
ments progressed, and large-scale excavations with participants 
from all the Nordic countries triggered the development of new 
excavation techniques independent of similar developments in 
England. Interdisciplinary research projects with botanists and 
zoologists as participants were started. Such projects were mostly 
led by archaeologists outside the morphological/typological 
research direction. These archaeologists were not so easily trapped 
in the archaeological culture concept, but gave priority to a direct 
historical approach, using analogies from early historic time 
(Hagen 1953; Hougen 1947; Hatt 1949, 1957; Troels-Smith 1953; 
Klindt-Jensen 1957; Stenberger 1955). 

Such approaches and a basically positivist attitude had created 
a scientific background that made it easy to incorporate some of 
the new ideas and methods of the 1960s, especially in Norway 
and Sweden which have different research traditions from 
Denmark (Jensen 1966; Kristiansen 1984a; Hyenstrand 1985; 
Myhre 1985; Christophersen 1989). Consequently, it is difficult 
to agree with Kristian Kristiansen (1984a: 206) following Colin 
Renfrew (1982), that Scandinavian archaeology during the 1960s 
was sound asleep. But it was turning a bit senile and needed new 
inspiration or, to quote Gutorm Gjessing (1975) it was suffering 
from the eye disease glaucoma and needed an operation to get a 
wider view, with the philosophy of science as its instrument. 

In the early 1960s we can already detect new developments 
within the so-called four paradigms of David Clarke, seeds of new 
theories that are still active and being debated. Instead of 
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paradigms I will, in the following, call these directions approaches, 
and use the concept paradigm for the main theories that direct 
the discipline. 


The anthropological approach 


The 1950s had been a formative period for the social sciences in 
Scandinavia. During the years around 1960 new teaching depart- 
ments in social anthropology, ethnology and sociology were estab- 
lished at the universities of Oslo and Bergen, for example. At an 
early phase they were much influenced by American anthropology 
and sociology, and especially by the active milieu at the University 
of Chicago, where Fredrik Barth and Gutorm Gjessing had stud- 
ied both archaeology and anthropology around 1950 (Barth 1947; 
Gjessing 1951; Klausen 1981: 108-11). Fredrik Barth, the founder 
of Norwegian social anthropology, took his Ph.D. in Cambridge 
in 1956, and he introduced the British school of social anthro- 
pology to Scandinavia. 

During the early 1960s social anthropology, ethnography and 
ethnology became popular secondary subjects for students of 
archaeology, and gradually the new anthropological theory found 
its way into archaeological circles, though not yet into the litera- 
ture. But archaeologists like Walter Taylor, Gordon Willey, Albert 
Spaulding and anthropologists like Julian Steward, Leslie White, 
Raymond Firth and Edmond Leach became familiar names as 
authors of educational literature for students of archaeology 
(Moberg 1961; Myhre 1964). 

Fredrik Barth and his teaching, however, soon began to influ- 
ence archaeological theory. Knut Odner's ecological study “Ulls- 
helleren in Valldalen’ (published 1969, but written in 1966-7) used 
a model that was inspired by Barth's processual interaction model 
combining game theory, human ecology theory and systems analy- 
sis. lt is a model which describes people's choice of different 
economies; not only ecology and technology, but also social 
organisation and cultural and psychological factors, are taken into 
consideration (Odner 1969). The same model and approach was 
used by Else Johansen Kleppe in her study of an Iron Age society 
in Finnmark (1973, 1975). Here for the first time we can recognise 
concepts and theories of processual archaeology and systems 
analysis in Scandinavia, introduced via anthropology from Chicago 
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and Cambridge, Binford’s (1972: 1) and Clarke's (1968) universit- 
ies, respectively. 

Knut Odner also made an important study of Norwegian Iron 
Age society, introducing neo-evolutionary anthropołogical theory 
and the substantivist economic theory of Karl Polanyi, and using 
anthropological and historical models and analogies. His works 
published in 1972 and 1973 were mainly written in the late 1960s 
(1973: 1). They set a trend for Scandinavian archaeology during 
the 1970s. 

The anthropological definition of culture as mainly constituted 
by an integrated complex of ideas, norms, skills and knowledge 
(Taylor 1948: 101-1) was confronted with the traditional archaeol- 
ogical definition of culture as an assemblage of artefacts and traits 
that repeatedly occur together. Fredrik Barth's definition as ‘the 
sum of knowledge and skill that characterise a local population”, 
and his opinion that archaeology can only reconstruct very limited 
parts of prehistoric cultures (1961: 35, 42), was a great challenge. 
While most archaeologists disregarded the problem, some desper- 
ately sought help in international archaeology (for a review see 
Østmo 1989). 

One solution was to follow Phillips and Willey’s procedure of 
studying archaeological units that were primarily 'defined seg- 
ments of the total continuum in time and space" (1958: 15), 
through the concepts of phase, horizon and tradition (Myhre 
1964; Hagen 1970: 128). Others found an acceptable formula in 
Binford's definition of culture as primarily an ‘extrasomatic system 
that is employed in the integration of a society with its environ- 
ment and with other sociocultural systems” (1965: 205), thereby 
setting strict limits to what parts of the human past could be 
studied by archaeologists (Hagen 1980: 6; Kokkonen 1984: 162). 
David Clarke's Analytical Archaeology was first considered as a 
new Bible that should provide the solution of how to combine 
archaeological culture and living peoples, but his recipe also had 
its weaknesses (Moberg 1970). 

The discussion about the usefulness of the archaeological con- 
cept of culture also raised the question of archaeology’s ability to 
study two of the main mechanisms that were thought to change 
a culture; migration and diffusion (Magnus and Myhre 1972). 
Internal developments within regional segments of archaeological 
cultures became a safe path of research that many Scandinavian 
archaeologists followed (Hagen 1970: 128). 
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The typological approach 


One of the most exciting developments in the 1960s was to be 
found within the typological approach. The numerous new exca- 
vations brought a large amount of new material to the museums, 
and it had to be studied with modern tools. Statistics, mathematics, 
electronic data processing and other quantitauve methods found 
their way into Scandinavian archaeology. Again we can see an 
influence from the University of Chicago: Professor Carl Axel 
Moberg from Gothenburg was a visiting professor there in 1963, 
working with Binford and Braidwood among others, and he intro- 
duced the American quantitative archaeology and the discussion 
of the nature of types and attributes (Malmer 1988). 

Already in 1957 Mats P. Malmer had presented quantitative and 
cartographic methods inspired by the Swedish human geographer 
T. Hagerstrand (1952, 1953). Later came the influence of J. C. 
Gardin (1967) and his Centre d' Analyse Documentaire pour l'Ar- 
chéologie in Marseille, also transmitted by Moberg, and the 
numerical taxonomy of Sokal and Sneath (1963). Active research 
centres with data processing facilities developed in Aarhus, Goth- 
enburg and Bergen (Voss 1967, 1970; Cullberg 1968, 1970; 
Moberg 1969; Herteig 1965, 1966). The journal Norwegian 
Archaeological Review was started in Bergen in 1967, and the 
first volumes concentrated mainly on quantitative and taxonomic 
methods and the interpretation of archaeological data. 

Central to this discussion was Professor Mats P. Malmer 
from Stockholm who, im 1962 and 1963, published two books 
primarily focused on methodological and theoretical problems in 
archaeology, which had a formative influence on Scandinavian 
archaeology. He introduced what he called a rationalistic way 
of reasoning (a hypothetico-deductive method) as opposed to an 
empirical approach (an inductive approach). Malmer argued for 
logically correct verbal definitions as basic to the method and 
theory of archaeology, as well as for the use of models and the 
testing of well-formulated hypotheses to achieve results through 
verification or falsification. 

As archaeologists, we have to build our study on material 
remains, and primarily on similarities and dissimilarities between 
objects. Malmer’s main thesis is that ‘physical similarity entails a 
probability of every other form of similarity, i.e. similarity in 
respect of time, use, name and environment. A correctly defined 
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type corresponds to å concrete historic situation” (1963a: 264). He 
hoped to overcome the subjective element in scientific reasoning 
through a rationalistic approach (1968: 37). Mats P. Malmer made 
few references to the sources of his approach in 1962-3, but it 
seems clear that his argumentation is influenced by the continental, 
positivist tradition of the Vienna school, by Ludwig Wittgenstein 
and the Finnish philosopher G. H. von Wright (Malmer 1963b: 
11, 222), while C. G. Hempel and Karl R. Popper were not 
known to him at that time (personal letter, 7 August 1987). In an 
article on archaeological positivism in 1984 Malmer explains his 
views in a broader context. He refers especially to Hempel's philo- 
sophy and equates the concept of rationalism with the positivist 
approach of Binford and the New Archaeology. ‘I have always 
shared the neo-archaeological conviction about the archaeological 
material”s potential for knowledge: the information is there” (1984: 
263). 

Malmer’s approach could actually have constituted a very strong 
bridge between the artefact/culture-based archaeology and the 
environmental/ecological school, and could have had a similar 
effect in Scandinavia in the early 1960s to that of the New Archae- 
ology in the USA in the 1970s. But Scandinavian archaeologists 
did not grasp the full potential of his work at that time, and 
discussions mostly concentrated on his rationalistic/deductive 
approach, opposing the traditional empirical/inductive line that 
dominated Scandinavian archaeology at that time. The discussion 
between him and Egil Bakka in the Norwegian Archaeological 
Review 1968-9 presents many of the same arguments as a recent 
discussion between Binford and Gould in American Antiquity 
(1985: 580-90, 638—44). 

Most of the quantitative methods of Scandinavian archaeology 
in the 1960s and early 1970s were in fact inductive in approach, 
and the belief that computers would detect operative types turned 
out to be ill-founded. It was the next generation of archaeologists 
who were to take seriously Binford’s warning in the Norwegian 
Archaeology Review: ‘It is essential for gaining a more reliable 
understanding of the past, that we do not waste our technical skills 
trying to answer bad questions, arising from bad methodology and 
a naïve understanding of the character of the archaeological record” 
(1971: 16). 
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The geograpbical approach 


Settlement history based on the geographical study of farmsteads, 
house sites, field systems and barrows has a long tradition in 
Scandinavia (Hatt 1949, 1957; Ambrosiani 1964; Myhre 1972; 
Becker 1980b). During the 1960s the Swedish human geographers 
took a strong interest in the study of prehistoric agrarian land- 
scapes and introduced new methods 'aiming at explaining the 
spatial development of society” (Widgren 1985: 156). 

The inspiration came from the New British Geography with its 
quantitative and locational methods (Haggett 1965). But Swedish 
geographers had themselves played an important part in this devel- 
opment within the subject (Hågerstrand 1952, 1953; Hannerberg 
1970). Through the study by Sven-Olof Lindquist of the prehis- 
toric culture landscape of Östergötland in 1968, the modern geo- 
graphical approach was introduced into Scandinavian archaeology, 
and immediately a fierce debate started. But as described in con- 
nection with the typological approach, it was not the field evi- 
dence, the field techniques or the results that aroused discussion. 
It was once again the empirically orientated methods of archae- 
ology versus the hypothetico-deductive method and model-build- 
ing of geography that were at stake (Widgren 1985: 156; 
Ambrosiani 1968: 306; Baudou 1973; Sporrong 1974). 

But soon the human geography of Sweden came to influence 
Scandinavian archaeology tremendously, exactly as the New 
Geography had in England in the 1960s and 1970s. When the 
archaeologist Åke Hyenstrand wrote in 1982 that the two subjects 
with their different starting points now worked within a common 
research trend (1982: 59), the geographers did not disagree (Widg- 
ren 1985: 157). 


The ecological/economic approach 


The general interest in environmental problems underwent a great 
expansion in Scandinavia during the 1960s and early 1970s, and 
the study of ecology within the natural sciences was established 
at the universities. Human ecology, or cultural ecology, and the 
evolution of ancient environments were given more attention (Wel- 
inder 1984). Because of industrial development, rescue archaeology 
came to take most of the time and resources of Scandinavian 
archaeology. Large interdisciplinary projects within the framework 
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of rescue archaeology co-operated with institutes of botany, 
geology and zoology at the universities (Johansen 1973; Baudou 
1972; Stjernquist 1981; Andersen et al. 1983). 

As a result of this development rescue archaeology and major 
archaeological institutions in Denmark and Norway were organ- 
ised under the Ministry of Environment. Consequently the whole 
attitude of the subject changed dramatically during these years. 
From being a history- and humanities-based subject, it became 
primarily environmental, and the study of man and his natural 
environment was given highest priority, in practical fieldwork, in 
teaching and in the theoretical approach (Kristiansen 1972, 1978a; 
Moberg 1978a, 1978b; Hagen 1980; Kyhlberg 1982; Furingsten 
1983; Myhre 1989). 


Scandinavian archaeology around 1975 


Scandinavian archaeology developed tremendously during the 
1960s and early 1970s. From being a minor part of museum 
studies, it became a discipline with large field institutes and 
medium-sized teaching departments at the universities. But did its 
fundamental theory change? Not specifically; I agree with Axel 
Christophersen that it was more å matter of scale and change in 
methods and techniques (Christophersen 1989:41). The subject 
was becoming more international, and it was turning most of its 
antennae from the European continent towards England and 
North America. Through influences from other subjects within 
Scandinavia, such as social anthropology, human geography and 
ecology, a new platform had been built that made it easier to 
accumulate and use the new ideas of Anglo-American archaeology. 
Carl-Axel Moberg at the University of Gothenburg was probably 
the Scandinavian archaeologist who was best informed about the 
different international trends within the subject, and he played an 
important role as an intermediary between Scandinavia and other 
countries in this transition period when old traditions were chal- 
lenged by the New Archaeology (1969, 1978b). 

One of the most important developments, in my opinion, was 
the introduction and gradual acceptance of the deductive way of 
reasoning, first introduced by Mats Malmer under the name of 
rationalism, and later also through co-operation with human 
geography. Quantitative methods and computers were also impor- 
tant, in spite of numerous failures and discouragement in the first 
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instance because the traditional inductive way of reasoning could 
not easily be applied to the new methods. Hypothesis testing, 
model-building and the need for strict definitions brought a dra- 
matic change in traditional archaeology. Even if this way of 
reasoning already existed, it now became more conscious, and 
procedures were made more explicit. But inductive or deductive, 
the dominant theory was still positivist, believing that objective 
information and knowledge could be buried in archaeological 
material (Christophersen 1989). The question of objective knowl- 
edge in archaeology had, however, already been raised by Arne 
B. Johansen in 1969 (see p. 172). 

Another important development was that social anthropology 
overtly confronted Scandinavian archaeology with the problem of 
constructing living societies from material remains. The traditional 
concepts of type and culture in particular were shaken. Many 
tried to overlook this basic problem of archaeology, and took an 
optimistic attitude towards social anthropology, looking for the 
possibility of studying economic, social and political structures 
and processes inspired by for example Renfrew's and Binford's 
works. The seeds of a social archaeology had been sown (Stjernqu- 
ist 1971; Randsborg 1974, 1975). 


Towards a new paradigm? 


In about 1975 Scandinavian archaeology reached a theoretical plat- 
form similar to British archaeology’s, though partly by different 
paths and strongly coloured by Ścandinavian research traditions. 
Scandinavian archaeology in general was probably more conserva- 
tive. More archaeologists were working in traditional ways, but 
the new ideas were of a similar kind. 

What then was the answer to David Clarke's prediction of, or 
hope for, a new uniform paradigm in archaeology? 

The answer, in Scandinavia as in Britain, was a research design 
where the different approaches of the 1960s were incorporated 
within a common systemic strategy. It seems to me that the years 
around 1975 were an important turning point in Scandinavia. The 
basis for a more direct acceptance of Angło-American archaeology 
was built, and books by Clarke (1972), Renfrew (1973a, 1973b) 
and Binford (1972) had a great influence. At the same time the 
ideas of Esther Boserup on agricultural growth and demography 


170 


THEORY IN SCANDINAVIAN ARCHAEOLOGY SINCE 1960 


(1965), of Elman Service on primitive social organisation (1962, 
1975) and Higgs on palaeoeconomy (1972) were incorporated. 

Characteristic in these years was the dominant position of eco- 
logical, economical and geographical traditions in the systemic 
approach. The neo-evolutionary theory of Sahlins (1972), Service 
(1962) and Fried (1967) was adapted rather uncritically, resulting 
in an ecological-systemic-neo-evolutionary approach — or should 
we call it a paradigm, following Kuhn's definition of a paradigm 
as an exemplary way of solving scientific problems within a spec- 
ific subject (Johannesen 1986: 145) Within this paradigm a 
reductionist systems theory based on ecological, economic and 
social subsystems came to dominate Scandinavian archaeology for 
nearly a decade (see also Larsson 1986: 8). This approach was 
dominated by a series of works by Sug Welinder (1975, 1977, 
1979, 1983), but most Scandinavian archaeologists patterned their 
research within this paradigm (e.g. Selinge 1979a; Hyenstrand 
1979, 1981; Myhre 1978; Mikkelsen 1978; Kristiansen 1978a; 
Håland 1981) which also came to dominate more popular review 
books (Burenhult 1982; Jensen 1979b, Magnus and Myhre 1976) 
and museum exhibitions, especially in Denmark, Was such a devel- 
opment in Clarke's mind when he predicted a single uniform 
paradigm in the future? The development of Scandinavian archae- 
ology came very close to it during the late 1970s. 


Recent directions in Scandinavian archaeology 


Archaeology is not a subject within the natural sciences, despite 
what many of us nearly came to believe, and as a human science 
it has to be multi-paradigmatic (Johannesen 1984: 66). Within 
Scandinavia arguments for new approaches were heard as early as 
the beginning of the 1970s, especially within the paradigms of 
Marxism and structuralism. These views were mostly expressed in 
the newly established journal Kontaktstensil, which is a forum for 
Scandinavian students of archaeology (e.g. Bang 1974; Jespersen 
1972; Kristiansen 1972; Lejon 1974; Moberg 1978b). The strongest 
arguments against the systemic approach were, however, aimed at 
its positivist philosophy. 
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Non-positivist theory 


A fierce debate about positivism in science and the humaniues 
developed in Scandinavian universities around 1968. The so-called 
neutral non-political research of archaeology was also questioned 
(Gjessing 1969, 1974). The solution suggested by most critics was 
a Marxist approach, but it never gained a strong foothold before 
the end of the 1970s, 

The clearest anti-positivist view in Scandinavian archaeology 
was expressed by Arne Johansen when he took up the important 
question of the nature of archaeological data in 1969 and 1974. He 
was concerned about the question of objectivity and subjectivity 
in archaeological research, and like Mats Malmer and the New 
Archaeology he advocated the deductive approach, but at the same 
time completely rejected inductive reasoning (see also Johansen 
1984). Johansen also questioned the basis of archaeological 
research, namely the relation between theory and empirical data. 
In his opinion, archaeological data have no existence of their own, 
but are created through the hypotheses of researchers and the 
problems they pose. 


The central and unifying mechanism in culture-historic 
research is that data must be defined before they can be 
discovered ... This leads to the paradox and circular reason- 
ing that while a theory of man and culture must exist before 
data come into existence, the same batch of data later on is 
used in building up such theories. 

(Johansen 1969: 100-1) 


Consequently, according to Johansen, it is impossible to do objec- 
tive research in the way Mats Malmer and the New Archaeology 
suggest, testing a hypothesis and thereby creating new knowledge. 


The only way to overcome the tendency to gather an increas- 
ing amount of support for theories already established, is to 
consciously create new models of man, and different models 
from what is generally accepted. Then we can hope to dis- 
cover fundamentally new types of data and to see the world 
in a different way. 

(1969: 26-7). 


Johansen was therefore rejecting the logical-positivist approach of 
Hempel and the New Archaeology in the sense that the approach 
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cannot produce more answers than are already present in the 
questions. He was inspired by Karl Popper’s searchlight theory 
(Dommasnes 1987: 2), but because of the inductive and positivist 
elements in that philosophy, Johansen was more interested in 
the school of philosophy of science following the traditions of 
Wittgenstein, especially the works of Feyerabend (Johansen 1974: 
100-4). During the 1950s this school had already strongly opposed 
the logical empiricists (Johannesen 1986: 121). 

The archaeological approach of Johansen was not taken seri- 
ously by Scandinavian archaeologists for many years, and the 
debate still runs on. As he also rejected inductive reasoning com- 
pletely, he annoyed both empiricists and rationalists. But his view 
that archaeology can never become an objective science has gradu- 
ally been accepted by most theorists (for a different view, see 
Malmer 1984). The question of inductive or deductive reasoning 
is, however, still discussed, even if most archaeologists agree that 
both approaches are necessary in empirical science (Christophersen 
1982a; Herschend 1982; Dommasnes 1987). 

Johansen’s great achievement is that Scandinavian archaeology 
began to debate its own subjectivity or objectivity at a rather early 
stage. It was no longer a question of the actual knowledge, but 
what kind of knowledge we want, and what kind of problems we 
want to find a solution to. He has, however, in my opinion rightly 
been criticised for not discussing the most important question of 
all: what kind of social theory shall we then base our analysis on 
(Christophersen 1982b: 147)? 

Already in 1978 Christian Keller had published a book with 
the aim of demonstrating how the archaeological past influences 
present-day society, and how present ideologies form our con- 
struction of the past. He follows the same line of reasoning as 
Shanks and Tilley (1987) and Ian Hodder in many of his publi- 
cations from the 1980s. Keller's conclusion is that archaeologists 
must be more aware of their political and ideological influence 
in modern society, and must explicitly analyse and express the 
fundamentals of their scientific goals and research (1978: 91-8). 
His book opened the eyes of many Scandinavian archacologists, 
and resulted in the loss of ideological innocence, to quote Clarke 
(1973). 

Kristian Kristiansen has published several important studies on 
the influence of present Danish society on archaeological research 
and attitudes (1981, 1984a). During 1980s many controversial 
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political aspects of Scandinavian societies were reflected in archae- 
ological research, as in feminist archaeology, the prehistory of 
children, the archaeology of power, death, war and aggression, 
and not least the study of ethnicity (Næss 1984; Lillehammer 
1986; Andreassen 1986; Lindman 1986; Welinder 1988). 

In Norway especially the strong Saami/Lappish political move- 
ment of the 1980s has made it necessary for archaeologists to take 
a stand on the question of a Saami or Norwegian prehistory. The 
problems of having an archaeology based primarily on political 
ideologies are often discussed (Keller 1978: 93; Mahler et al. 1983; 
Hagen 1986; Olsen 1986). It seems to me that the critical/political 
aspect of archaeological theory has come further in Scandinavia 
than in most other western countries, at least until the World 
Archaeological Congress of Southampton in 1986. 


Structuralism and Marxism 


As in England, the paradigms of structuralism and Marxism have 
recently been given priority by many Scandinavian archaeologists. 
There is a strong influence from the works of Jan Hodder (19822, 
1982b), Michael Rowlands (1980, 1984) and Christopher Tilley 
(1984) on the one hand, and the French Marxist anthropologists 
on the other. I would like to call attention to the special impact 
structural-Marxism has had on both social anthropology and 
archaeology, mainly through the influence of Jonathan Friedman 
(1975a, 1975b, 1978), who since the mid 1970s has lived in Copen- 
hagen and Lund. The first archaeological articles designed accord- 
ing to his approach were already being published in the later 1970s 
(Spång 1977; Christophersen 1982a). Through social anthropol- 
ogists like Knut Odner (1979), Kaisa Ekholm (1979) and Kirsten 
Hastrup et al. (1975) the message was spread. The neo-evolutionist 
and basically materialist traditions in Scandinavian archaeology 
were transmitted rather easily into this form of structural-Marx- 
ism. A leading archaeologist working along these lines is Kristian 
Kristiansen (1978b, 1982). 

Already in 1974 the structuralism of Claude Lévi-Strauss was 
recommended to Scandinavian archaeologists as a theory that 
could give meaning to the concept of material culture. Culture 
should be seen as a means of communication and structuring of 
symbols (Bang 1975). Problems of semiotics and archaeology were 
discussed in connection with Scandinavian petroglyphs (Nord- 
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bladh 1978), and concrete examples of this approach were pub- 
lished in 1979 in a special volume of the Danish journal Hikuin 
(Hodder 1979; Lévi-Strauss 1979; Hajlund 1979). It had little 
effect on Scandinavian archaeology at that time, but in recent years 
several of the young archaeologists have followed lan Hodder's 
approach in Symbols in Action (1982a) and Symbolic and Structural 
Archaeology (1982b), seeing the artefacts as symbols of values, 
norms and positions in early societies (Jennbert 1984; Olsen 
1985b, Mikkelsen et al. 1986; Bostwick Bjerck 1988). 

A certain development within the symbolic approach, which 
can be related to Fredrik Barth and the book Ethnic Groups and 
Boundaries (1969), is also of importance in this connection. 
Material traits are here seen as idioms signalling ethnic identity, 
and ethnicity is defined as a kind of social organisation. Already 
in 1977 Randi Haaland and Else Johansen Kleppe tried to apply 
this theory to the study of ethnic groups in prehistoric society. 
Inspired by Hodder (1982a) and as a consequence of the Saami/ 
Lappish political movement since 1979, a number of works on 
archaeology and ethnicity have appeared (Olsen 1985a; Norwegian 
Archaeological Review 1985; Næss 1985). Once again Knut Odner 
came to play a central role through his book Finner og Terfinner 
where he discusses the question not only of early Saami ethnicity 
but also of early Saami language, drawing on results from his own 
ethno-archaeological research (1983, 1985). 

An interest in archaeology and the history of religion (Steinsland 
1986), as well as archaeology and the history of language (Haaland 
and Haaland 1982; Haaland 1987; Odner 1987), can also be seen. 

Several attempts have been made lately to incorporate structural 
Marxism, symbolism and the ideological aspects of material culture 
into a general theory, following for example Shanks and Tilley 
(1982) and also drawing on articles on ideology and material 
remains by Michael Parker Pearson (1984a, 1984b). In this 
approach the primary interest is not with the economic and social 
systems but with the superstructure of the society. Followers of 
this theory argue mainly within a Marxist framework (Hermerén 
1984; Kristiansen 1984b; Larsson 1986; Olsen 1984). 


Future directions 


Scandinavian archaeology is on the way towards freeing itself 
from positivist philosophy, and heading towards a more subjective 
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attitude which is conscious and goal-directed. This opens up new 
approaches and exciting new problems to investigate. Themes con- 
nected with migrations, early languages, religion, ethnicity and 
political organisation have come back on the archaeological 
agenda. An optimistic mood is in the air. 

But pessimistic voices are also heard, warning that we are cut- 
ting loose from old truths and safe ground. In Scandinavia many 
archaeologists are still searching for the right direction. Structural- 
ism and Marxism are such directions, based on well-established 
theories. Another direction is to base the subject on a hermeneutic 
philosophy, which seeks not explanation but understanding and 
interpretation, which is holistic but also particular, which 1s 
both inductive and deductive, and is historical in its approach 
(Johansson and Liedman 1983: 87, 180). Hermeneutics has for 
many years been accepted in other culture-historical disciplines 
(Johannesen 1984, 1986), and Norwegian social anthropology has 
for example been said to be based on a solid hermeneutic tradition 
(Klausen 1981: 162). Several Scandinavian archaeologists have also 
expressed hermeneutic views (Keller 1978: 81; Dommasnes 1987), 
and the concept understanding instead of explanation has become 
fashionable. Archaeology in Scandinavia has actually always been 
strongly influenced by hermeneutics in its research, but it has 
seldom been expressed so explicitly as in recent years. 

At the bottom of the theoretical discussion always lies the 
interpretation of the basic archaeological concepts: type and cul- 
ture (Hodder 1982a: 1). Perhaps non-verbal communication 
theory and semiotics will help us to give the concepts a new 
content, seeing the artefacts as a symbolic code expressing norms, 
values and meaning. Contextual source criticism is, however, badly 
needed (Hodder 1986: 118; Mikkelsen et al. 1986). 

Returning to David Clarke’s statement of 1972, we can now see 
that some aspects of his 1950s paradigm again appear acceptable. 
Archaeology is again particularistic, historical, qualitative and arte- 
fact-based (as it actually always has been). But post-New Archae- 
ology, or post-processual archaeology, is not only that. It is also 
subjective and anti-positivist, multi-paradigmatic and pluralistic, 
more politically and ideologically conscious, both a humanistic 
and a social science (Hodder 1985; Shanks and Tilley 1987; Olsen 
1987). This subjective, pluralistic attitude is not specific to archae- 
ology but is a reflection of post-modern philosophy. According 
to Hodder (1986: 1), the New Archaeology of the 1960s and 
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early 1970s was flawed, but in my opinion it was a necessary 
transformation period for a young discipline on its way to a 
humanistic scientific basis. 


Notes 


This chapter presents a selected part of the theoretical discussion 
on archaeology in Scandinavia, representing my personal views on 
the subject in early 1987, with minor, later revision. I am especially 
grateful to Axel Christophersen, Kristian Kristiansen, Mats P. 
Malmer and Sug Welinder for their comments on the manuscript. 
All translations of quotes are mine. 
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ALL QUIET ON THE 
WESTERN FRONT? 
PARADIGMS, METHODS 
AND APPROACHES IN WEST 
GERMAN ARCHAEOLOGY 


Heinrich Harke' 


German archaeology deservedly enjoys a reputation for meticulous 
excavation, careful study of artefacts, and thorough publication of 
finds and findings. But it is not renowned for lively debate on 
theoretical and methodological issues. The reason is simple and 
straightforward: there has hardly been a debate on such matters 
in recent decades. And whatever debate there was had no signifi- 
cant effect on the outlook or approaches of archaeologists in 
German-speaking countries. 


German archaeological theory and method before the 1960s 


The almost complete absence of theoretical discussion in West 
German archaeology since 1945, and particularly in the last twenty 
years, is a curious phenomenon. It was not always like that. In 
the first quarter of this century, and to a certain degree throughout 
the first half, German archaeological thinking had a profound 
influence on European archaeology, in some areas (such as Scandi- 
navia and the Netherlands) until as late as the 1960s. Today, the 
area dominated by the German tradition of 'pre- and proto- 
history has shrunk to the German-speaking countries proper 
(Germany, Austria and Switzerland). But in many countries of 
Eastern Europe, a strong undercurrent of German archaeological 
tradition is still apparent, although it was half hidden, before 1989, 
under the thick coating of an officially imposed philosophy. 
Just before, and around, the turn of the century, Scandinavian 
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and German archaeologists laid the foundations of archaeology as 
a discipline by developing methods of chronology, artefact analysis 
and excavation. Paul Reinecke’s studies established the chronologi- 
cal framework of later prehistory as it still stands today (Reinecke 
1902a, 1902b, 1911, 1924, 1965). He advanced the study of chron- 
ology (as established by the Swedish scholar Oscar Montelius) by 
basing his identification of chronological horizons primarily on 
combinations of artefact types associated in archacological con- 
texts, rather than on the typological evolution of individual types. 
And Carl Schuchhardt was the first continental European exca- 
vator (after Pitt-Rivers in England) to identify post-holes during 
his investigations of fortifications in northern and central Germany 
(Schuchhardt 1909), thus giving excavators a tool for identifying 
timber constructions, and raising excavation methods above the 
level reached by Heinrich Schliemann’s pioneering excavation of 
Troy in the 1870s. 

Shortly before the First World War, Gustaf Kossinna (professor 
of German Archaeology at Berlin from 1902) gave prehistoric 
archaeology the first paradigm of its own: the ethnic paradigm. 
He called it the siedlungsarchäologische Methode (settlement- 
archaeological method (Kossinna 1911a)), but in spite of its name, 
it did not anticipate modern settlement archaeology in the field. 
His method combined typological and cartographic analysis and 
was based on several fundamental assumptions. First, distinctive 
artefact types may be used to identify 'cultures'. Second, the 
distributions of such artefact types reflect ‘cultural provinces’. 
Third, clearly defined cultural provinces coincide with the settle- 
ment areas of tribal or ethnic groups. Fourth, the respective tribes 
or ethnic groups may be identified with historical peoples by 
projecting back from later, historical periods, provided there has 
been no major discontinuity or sudden change i in the archaeolog- 
ical record. Kossinna interpreted these in terms of migrations. 
Otherwise, he firmly believed in autochthonous cultural develop- 
ment. 

Kossinna's approach had a profound influence on the further 
development of European archaeology. Oswald Menghin, who 
extended the Kulturkreis theory of the Vienna school of ethnogra- 
phy into prehistoric archaeology, basically used Kossinna’s 
method (Menghin 1936). Gordon Childe's well-known definition 
of archaeological cultures as 'certain types of remains... con- 
stantly recurring together”, and their identification as the materiał 
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8.1 Gustaf Kossinna (1858-1931) with friends and colleagues. 


expression of ‘peoples’ (Childe 1929: v-vi), was directly based on 
Kossinna's assumptions. Childe's independent contribution was 
the emphasis on material assemblages (rather than individual arte- 
fact types), and the preference for a social, as against an ethnic or 
racial, interpretation of archaeological cultures (Veit 1984). 
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The debate in European archaeology about Kossinna’s method 
continued into the middle of this century. Its eventual rejection 
by post-war German archaeologists was not just the consequence 
of their realising its inherent weaknesses (Wahle 1941), but also 
the consequence of its political exploitation during the Third Reich 
(see below, p. 205). One of Kossinna’s foremost critics was Hans 
Jürgen Eggers who, with refined methods of archaeological source 
criticism, demonstrated that many of Kossinna’s apparently 
straightforward interpretations were based on wrong assumptions 
about the nature of archaeological distributions. 

Central to Eggers’s source criticism was the distinction between 
‘living culture’, ‘dead culture’ (i.e. those parts of a living culture 
which survive in the soil or above ground) and ‘retrieved culture’ 
(1.e. those parts of the dead culture found by the archaeologist 
(Eggers 1951: 23-4)). This distinction became a cornerstone of 
his ‘comparative geographical-cartographic method’ (Eggers 1950), 
also called ‘archaeological-geographical method’ (Eggers 1959: 
295), which aimed at deriving historical conclusions from archaeol- 
ogical distributions by unravelling their inherent problems (con- 
ditions of survival and retrieval, sampling bias, etc.). It was, in 
a way, the systematised continuation of Kossinna’s cartographic 
method without the ethnic interpretation. 

The great attraction of this line of research in the early decades 
after the Second World War is reflected in the periodical Archaeol- 
ogia Geographica which was founded by Eggers and promoted 
geographical, topographical and environmental approaches in 
archaeology in the 1950s and 1960s. Eggers also dealt with the 
question of inferring social status from burials, and his article on 
the Roman Iron Age ‘princely burials’ of the so-called Liibsow 
type (Eggers 1949/50) revived the post-war interest in this 
approach, the origins of which go back to the time between the 
wars (Veeck 1926). 

Herbert Jankuhn expanded the geographical and social 
approaches into other fields. After his pre-war excavations in the 
Viking trading site of Haithabu (Hedeby; Jankuhn 1937, 1943), 
he was the first archaeologist to explore the social and economic 
implications of the emergence of such proto-urban emporia or 
ports of trade (Jankuhn 1956). During his survey work in northern 
Germany, Jankuhn developed an interdisciplinary approach to 
settlement studies (see numerous papers of the 1950s and 1960s, 
collected and reprinted in Jankuhn 1976; also the textbook Jan- 
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kuhn 1977) which influenced archaeological projects in Germany, 
the Netherlands and Denmark. 

Among the generation immediately following Eggers and Jan- 
kuhn, Ginter Smolla and Karl Narr particularly have shown an 
active interest in theoretical issues. Smolla’s article on the epis- 
temological problems of archaeological interpretation (1964) raised 
questions which were only taken up again some twenty years later 
by Lewis Binford in his call for a critical examination of our 
‘uniformitarian assumptions’, those assumptions which link our 
experience of the present to our interpretation of the past 
(Renfrew and Shennan 1982: 163). And in a contribution to a 
political encyclopedia, Narr (1966) made critical observations on 
the contemporary development of German archaeology, and on 
the link between this and the ideological misuse of archaeology 
in the past, thus touching on a problem which most other German 
archaeologists preferred to ignore. 


The last twenty years 


But from the late 1960s onwards, German archaeology as a whole 
failed to respond to the theoretical and methodological debate that 
started in America and had just reached Europe via Britain. The 
New Archaeology, which first became known in Germany 
through the publications of David Clarke (1968, 1972), was dismis- 
sed by most German-speaking archaeologists variously as unsound 
theorising, as models without supporting evidence, or as 'old wine 
in new barrels’. This kind of wholesale dismissal was, at the same 
time, the justification for not attempting to provide alternative 
ideas or paradigms. 

Although West German university teachers and students 
showed some sporadic interest in American and British ideas in 
the early 1970s, this interest seems to have faded rather rapidly 
and was never really expressed in published theoretical studies or 
practical applications of new ideas and models. The first critical 
summaries of the American New Archaeology in German per- 
iodicals were published in 1978 (Bayard 1978; Eggert 1978a); and 
the first detailed account by a German author of the British debate 
since 1968 was published only a few years ago — in a British series 
(Wolfram 1986). 

Behind this slow, and in some quarters non-existent, reaction 
lies a widespread distrust of theory and generalisation among the 
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post-war generation of German prehistorians. In fact, this applies 
not just to prehistoric archaeology but, in varying degrees, to all 
branches of archaeology: pre- and protohistory (up to, and includ- 
ing, the early Middle Ages), Roman provincial archaeology, and 
medieval archaeology. 

Near Eastern archaeology and Classical archaeology have always 
been a different story because of the types of evidence they have 
to deal with. Consequently, both subjects have close links with 
historical and linguistic subjects. Classical archaeology in Germany 
presents a fragmented picture which makes it difficult to speak of 
one Classical archaeology. It is still dominated by art-historical 
approaches, which sets it apart from all other branches of archae- 
ology.? Near Eastern archaeology, on the other hand, has been 
influenced by American colleagues working in the same field, 
particularly by their models of agricultural and urban origins, But 
as this is an independent academic subject usually based in separate 
departments, little of this influence filtered through into the study 
of European pre- and protohistory, although some of it reached 
neolithic research. 

Due to ‘the atomic nature of German scholarship" (Sherratt 
1984: 437), there are also some clear differences between the 
branches of German archaeology concerned with the material 
remains of Europe north of the Alps, and it is probably best to 
deal with them one by one and try to summarise in a few words 
their outlook and development over the past two decades. 

In palaeolithic and mesolithic archaeology, most of the effort 
seems to have gone into description, although anthropological 
perspectives are not altogether absent from the work of the last 
decades (for reviews, see Bosinski 1975, 1983; Moller Beck 1983). 
The foremost centres of research have been, and still are, Tübingen 
and Cologne. The Institute for the Archaeology of Hunter Societ- 
ies (Jagerische Archäologie) at Tübingen University, apart from 
excavating palaeolithic sites in southern German caves, has done 
some wide-ranging work including fieldwork in Eskimo archae- 
ology (e.g. Miller-Beck 1977). A department for African research 
(Forschungsstelle Afrika) has been established at the University 
of Cologne. The work being carried out there includes the 
improvement of analytical techniques in lithic studies and of intras- 
ite spatial analysis (e.g. Cziesla 1988). There is an increasing 
emphasis on natural sciences, and the use of computers is becom- 
ing commonplace in all major projects. A lot of recent interest 
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has focused on the ‘refitting’ of stone artefacts (Cziesla 1986; 
Cziesla et al. 1990). In all of this, mesolithic archaeology has been 
the poor relation of palaeolithic research (Cziesla 1987). 

If there is one branch in German pre- and protohistory which 
may be perceived as 'progressive and open to new ideas and 
developments, it is neolithic archaeology. In the early 1970s, Siel- 
mann adopted an environmental approach to the analysis of the 
south-west German neolithic (Sielmann 1971a, 1971b), possibly 
sumulated by Anglo-American ideas, but continuing an older 
German tradition in the analysis of neolithic settlement patterns 
(Schwarz 1948). Also in the 1970s, the larger-scale excavations on 
the Aldenhovener Platte near Cologne uncovered an entire neo- 
lithic landscape, making it a splendid example of interdisciplinary 
settlement research.” Some experiments were undertaken to sup- 
plement the excavations of earthworks (Liining 1971), at a time 
when German colleagues had hardly begun to accept the notion 
of experimental archaeology (for changed attitudes in this respect, 
see Fansa 1990). 

But although German students of the neolithic are often well 
aware of the work done abroad, their own stimulating projects 
have been carried out with a bare minimum of theory, or more 
often no theory at all (Lüning 1973, 1975). A discussion on the 
concept of archaeological cultures started with two papers on 
neolithic topics (Lüning 1972; Hachmann 1973; cf. p. 199), but it 
did not really affect the research and interpretations by German 
neolithic scholars (cf. Veit 1989). In this field, their main achieve- 
ment remains identifying numerous local and regional groups and 
cultures, and placing them in chronological sequences (e.g. Raet- 
zel-Fabian 1986). 

As far as approaches and attitudes are concerned, the study of 
later prehistory occupies the other end of the spectrum (cf. the 
surveys by Schauer 1975; Schaaff 1975). It is in the archaeology 
of the Bronze and Iron Ages that the influence of the antiquarian 
school of Gero von Merhart (professor of prehistory at Marburg 
1928-49, the first chair of prehistoric archaeology established in 
Germany) is most obvious. Some of the consequences are the 
pursuit of typology and chronology as an end in itself, and an 
overemphasis on hoards and burials (particularly rich burials, or 
Fürstengräber). The virtually isolated cases of extensive and long- 
lasting excavations in the Heuneburg Early Iron Age hill-fort 
(Gersbach 1978; Kimmig 1975) and the Manching Late Iron Age 
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8.2 Gero von Merhart (1866-1959) working on the teaching collection 
of his Marburg department. Reproduced by permission of the 
University of Marburg. 


oppidum (Krämer 1975, 1985; Krämer and Schubert 1970) only 
serve to highlight the relative neglect of settlement research and 
the almost complete absence of models in this field (Hårke 1979: 
passim). Much of the recent criticism by British archaeologists of 
the German archaeological tradition was, in actual fact, aimed at 
Bronze and Iron Age archaeology (e.g. Champion and Megaw 
1985: 3; Collis 1980: 151; 1984: 283; Renfrew and Shennan 1982: 
9-10, 65 note 6, 68-9, 74). 

There have been attempts to break out of the constraints of 
the antiquarian approach. In the 1950s and 1960s, Sangmeister 
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masterminded a wide-ranging research project involving some 
40,000 spectrographic anałyses of bronze and gold artefacts from 
all over Europe, and leading to the cultural-historical interpret- 
ation of the chronological and spatial patterns of metal types 
emerging from the statistical analysis (Junghans et al. 1960, 1968; 
Hartmann 1970; Sangmeister 1969, 1975). Unfortunately, this 
ambitious project was allowed to lapse without reaching its aims 
as envisaged by Sangmeister, although more recently efforts in 
this field have been resumed by a new research committee.* 
From a theoretical point of view, Bergmann's ethnic and socio- 
political interpretations of Bronze Age distributions in northern 
Germany (Bergmann 1968, 1970, 1972, 1987) were even more 
important because he tried to use historical and anthropological 
concepts to overcome the limitations of the traditional definition 
of an archaeological ‘culture’. This attempt was dismissed without 
generating a wider debate, ostensibly because it went beyond thelimi- 
tations of the archaeological evidence, but probably also because it 
was uncomfortably close to Kossinna’s method (see above, p. 188). 
One of the few attempts at developing a model for later prehis- 
toric settlement patterns was Kimmig’s topographical analysis of 
the locations of rich burials around Early Iron Age Fiirstensitze 
(/ princes” seats’, 1.e. hill-forts with imported Greek pottery in their 
occupation layers). His intepretation of the patterns in terms of 
areas of political control used a model that was derived from the 
pattern of small German states in the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries (Kimmig 1969). The simplistic interpretation of all Medi- 
terranean ‘imported goods’ in Early Iron Age burials as trade 
items was challenged by Fischer (1973), who used ancient textual 
sources (but not anthropological models) to demonstrate that 
many such finds are likely to have been gifts to native magnates. 
Some of the most imaginative work in German Iron Age archae- 
ology has been carried out by Pauli. He suggested interpretations 
for unusual or deviant burial practices and developed a social 
model for the marked cultural change in the transition from the 
Hallstatt to the LaTéne period (Pauli 1975, 1978). 
Proto-historic archaeology (dealing with the Roman Iron Age 
and the early Middle Ages) has its share of traditional, antiquarian 
approaches, but on the whole it presents a more lively and varied 
picture. Much of this is due to the influence of Herbert Jankuhn 
(professor of pre- and protohistory at Góttingen, 1956-74) who 
taught his own brand of socio-economic archaeology, encouraging 


195 


ARCHAEOLOGICAL THEORY IN EUROPE 


8.3 Herbert Jankuhn (1905-90) contemplating excavation findings in 
northern Germany. Reproduced by permission of Mrs Ilse Jankuhn. 


interdisciplinary approaches and diachronic studies. His pupils 
have continued the debate on the social interpretation of burials 
(Capelle 1971; Gebiihr 1974, 1975, 1976; Köhler 1975; Rolle 1979; 
Schliiter 1970; Steuer 1968, 1982, 1984; Steuer and Last 1969). 
This debate has drawn in protohistorians from outside the 'Gót- 
tingen school” (e.g. Christlein 1973; Miller-Wille 1978; Vierck 
1980; Werner 1968), and also from outside Germany (e.g. Hedea- 
ger 1980; Martin 1976), but it has completeły ignored the contem- 
poraneous Anglo-American debate on the question (Hårke 1989a). 
However, this disregard has been entirely mutual. 
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The ‘Göttingen school’ has also put its stamp on northern 
German settlement archaeology, particularly along the North Sea 
coast where waterlogged sites offer rich potential for interdisciplin- 
ary approaches. An entire institute at Wilhelmshaven, the Nieder- 
såchsisches Institut für historische Küstenforschung (better known 
under its old name of Institut für Marschen- und Wurtenfor- 
schung), has since 1947 been devoted to the application of archaeo- 
logical, geographical and environmental approaches to coastal 
research. Their best-known projects are the excavation of a com- 
plete Roman Iron Age village on an artificial mound (Wurt or 
terp) in the coastal marsh, the Feddersen Wierde (Haarnagel 1979; 
Hayen et al. 1981; Körber-Grohne 1967), and the archaeological 
exploration of an entire settlement cell around Flögeln, a Roman 
Iron Age village near the coast (Schmid 1978; Zimmermann 1974, 
1978). Also along the North Sea littoral, Müller-Wille’s study 
of field systems (Müller-Wille 1965) continued the tradition of 
Jankuhn’s seminal work (Jankuhn 1956/57). In western and south- 
ern Germany, the problem of continuity from the Roman to the 
post-Roman period has been the object of much research (for a 
survey, see Bóhner 1975). One of the most successful approaches 
applied to this question is the archaeological-topographical analy- 
sis of small areas which was pioneered by Böhner (1958: 285-326) 
and taken up by others (e.g. Weidemann 1968, 1970, 1972). 

But burial anałysis and settlement research cannot conceal the 
fact that chronological and typological artefact studies continue to 
dominate wide areas of proto-historic archaeology. The ghosts of 
the Nazi past still haunt German archaeologists studying those 
periods in which the ethnic label ‘Germanic’ can properly be 
applied to archaeologically defined groups. There is, therefore, 
still some way to go towards a cultural and social history of 
early Germanic societies, in spite of some encouraging beginnings 
(Mildenberger 1977; von Uslar 1980). Another problem of proto- 
historic studies is the sometimes uncritical use of historical, written 
sources for the interpretation of archaeological evidence, more 
often than not preventing an independent explanation which is not 
distorted by fragmentary, and incompletely understood, sources. 

Roman provincial archaeology and medieval archaeology are 
both concerned with the material remains of fully historical per- 
iods, but neither has yet developed a theory or methodology to 
cope with the unique combination of the different types of evi- 
dence involved. 
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In Roman provincial archaeology this question has not even 
been discussed in past decades. The approaches to analysis and 
interpretation of the archaeological evidence in this field are vir- 
tually the same as fifty years ago. The publication by Spitzing 
(1988) of a villa, with an explicitly problem-orientated evaluation 
of the data and using scientific evidence to elucidate the economic 
structure around the site, is an exception that only serves to 
highlight the rule. Also, Roman provincial archaeology in Ger- 
many has focused too much on the Romans and neglected the 
natives — unlike in the Netherlands where archaeologists in recent 
years have made significant progress towards a better understand- 
ing of the interrelation between these two very different types of 
societies (Brandt and Slofstra 1983; Willems 1986). In Germany, 
Gechter and Kunow have recently started to explore this promis- 
ing field of cultural and economic contact between Romans and 
natives in the frontier zone of the Roman Empire (Gechter 1979; 
Gechter and Kunow 1983; Kunow 1987). Kunow (1988, 1989) 
has now also introduced applications of geographical theory into 
this old and very conservative branch of German archaeology. 

Medieval archaeology, by way of contrast, is a young discipline 
which has become recognised as a subject of its own in the past 
twenty years and is still somewhat uncertain about its aims, its 
methods (particularly concerning the use of written sources) and 
even its definition. It has been seen as an ancillary discipline to 
medieval history (Jankuhn 1973), the archaeological branch of 
medieval studies (Fehring 1987) or an independent discipline with 
aims different from that of history (Schlesinger 1974). This uncer- 
tainty has given rise not to a fundamental debate on theories and 
models but to a wide variety of approaches in a theoretical 
vacuum. Some of the most significant achievements have been 
made in the study of deserted medieval villages (Wästungsfor- 
schung; e.g. Janssen 1965, 1975) and in urban archaeology (Stadt- 
kernforschung; for a comprehensive survey of medieval archae- 
ology, see Fehring 1987). 


The present character of West German archaeology 


The above survey, superficial as it necessarily is, does show that 
there has been virtually no wider debate on aims, methods and 
theory in West German archaeology in the past two or three 
decades. There have been occasional publications on these matters: 
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Narr (1974) made some observations on trends in prehistoric 
archaeology which were followed up by Behrens (1984) ten years 
later; Narr (1982) also discussed in an article the concepts of 
‘structure’ and ‘event’; Eggert (1976) argued against a methodolog- 
ical link between prehistoric archaeology and cultural anthro- 
pology, and he reviewed, and dismissed, the American New 
Archaeology (Eggert 1978a); Ziegert (1980) made critical com- 
ments on the preponderance of data-orientated approaches in 
German archaeology, and demanded more problem-orientated 
research; and a number of Ziegert's students dealt with theoretical 
and methodological issues in their theses (Dotzler 1984; Frerichs 
1981; Ghonheim-Graf 1978; Nestler 1982). 

But these publications do not add up to a theoretical debate 
because they are isolated instances spread over a couple of decades, 
and because there have been no clear themes. The exceptions were 
a discussion by Goldmann, Eggert and Ziegert on chronological 
methods (seriation, statistics of artefact associations, and radiocar- 
bon dating; see below, pp. 201, 211), and an extensive debate on 
the concept of archaeological cultures (Bergmann 1968, 1970, 1972, 
1987; Liining 1972; Hachmann 1973: 79-88; 1987; Eggert 1978b, 
Veit 1989), the overall effect of which on approaches and pracucal 
work seems to have been negligible. Another problem has been 
that several of the few articles on theoretical questions were pub- 
lished in little-known, or non-archaeological and non-historical, 
periodicals (e.g. Narr 1974, 1982). This unimpressive record is 
occasionally defended by German archaeologists pointing out that 
a good deal of the German debate is carried out in book reviews. 
While there is an element of truth in this argument, it cannot 
stand up because ‘debate’ in reviews is, by definition, a one- 
sided affair. And there is no German archaeological periodical 
publishing articles with comments and replies in the way that 
Current Anthropology and Norwegian Archaeological Review do. 

German attitudes towards the Anglo-American debate and 
towards the New Archaeology are largely negative and even dis- 
missive. More often than not, this rejection is accompanied by 
uncertainty about the aims and contents of the debate in Ameri- 
can, British and more recently Scandinavian archaeology. One ot 
the most frequent objections by German traditionalists to the 
New Archacology is that its models ignore the influence of the 
individual on the course of (pre-)history. For the medieval archae- 
ologist Fehring (1987: 236), the ‘anti-historical’ outlook of the 
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New Archaeology and anthropology is reason enough to judge 
both irrelevant to his field. The emergence of what has been 
termed ‘post-processual archaeology’ is virtually unknown among 
German-speaking archaeologists. And feminist perspectives have 
not yet found their way into mainstream archaeological research 
and publications in Germany. 

The absence of a theoretical debate has meant that there is 
now general uncertainty about what models are admissible in the 
interpretation of European archaeological evidence. Anthropologi- 
cal models and ethnographic parallels are usually rejected out of 
hand by German archaeologists dealing with later prehistory and 
protohistory. Yet this rejection arises not from reasoned theoreti- 
cal argument, but from vague feelings about differences between 
‘cultural spheres’. Incidentally, such feelings had already been 
vented by Kossinna and led him to warn against the use of ethno- 
graphic parallels (Kossinna 1911b: 128). The last systematic dis- 
cussion of the relation between archaeological and ethnographic 
evidence dates back to the late 1960s (Vossen 1969). On the other 
hand, historical parallels with the Middle Ages are all too often 
accepted uncritically by prehistorians. The unconsidered use of 
the feudal model for Early Iron Age social structures is a case in 
point (Frankenstein and Rowlands 1978: 73-5). 

The rejection of processual archaeology and of anthropological 
models has produced marked weaknesses in the explanation of 
culture change, e.g. the transitions from the mesolithic to the 
neolithic (for a review, see Lüning et al. 1989), from the Bronze 
Age to the Iron Age (Hårke 1989b), and from the Iron Age to 
the Roman and post-Roman periods (Harke 1989c). The lack of 
convincing explanations in spite of persistent efforts has been 
acknowledged, in one case (the end of the Bronze Age) by one 
of the most eminent German prehistorians (Kimmig 1982: 42-3). 
But this realisation has not led to an abandonment of the largely 
descriptive approaches and historicising interpretations. 

Another effect of the particularist attitude can be seen in the 
lack (if not complete absence) of synthesis in virtually all branches 
and fields of German archaeology. The standard argument against 
synthesis runs something like this: “We need more data before we 
can write history’. But no attempt is ever made to determ. : how 
much data are needed, and what exactly they are needed for. This 
has led to what Collis recently lamented as ‘the sad fate of parts of 
the German school of archaeology’: merely describing the material 
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‘without questioning whether this has any value whatsoever’ 
(1984: 283). The founding in the early 1980s of an institute for 
general and comparative archaeology at Bonn (Kommission für 
Allgemeine und Vergleichende Archåologie) is unlikely to broaden 
the perspectives of German archaeology as it seems so far to be 
little more than the extension of data collection in the German 
tradition on a world-wide scale. 

The generał absence of a theoretical and methodological debate 
has been mirrored in the relative decline of student activities. In 
the late 1960s and early 1970s, there was a lively student scene: 
archaeology students had set up their own organisation, the Schles- 
wiger Kreis, and students were prominently involved in founding 
the Deutsche Gesellschaft für Ur- und Frühgeschichte (DGUF) 
which was intended to become a forum for discussion. But the 
latter has made virtually no impact on German archaeology as a 
whole; and while in the 1970s, the Schleswiger Kreis published 
a series of booklets on science and interdisciplinary studies in 
archaeology, the main publishing venture by students today is a 
series of typological handbooks.’ 

It is particularly at the student level, though, and among young 
colleagues that the arrival of the computer may influence and 
change not just techniques but also attitudes and approaches. 
Characteristically, however, one of the first uses computers were 
put to in German archaeology was seriation for chronological 
analysis (Goldmann 1972, 1974, 1979). Scientific foundations have 
put substantial funds into the acquisition of mainframe computers 
for use in archaeology, but the splendid isolation of the mainframe 
specialists has ensured that the impact of these investments on 
archaeology as a whole has been negligible. The microcomputer 
may lead to greater changes, although its presence ıs making itself 
felt only very slowly as German universities have not channelled 
as much money into the creation of a microcomputer base as have 
most British and American universities. Gebühr’s contributions, 
in particular, demonstrate that this innovation is forcing some 
German archaeologists to reflect on the nature of their data and 
critically assess the value of their approaches (Gebühr 1983; 
Gebihr and Kampffmeyer 1980/81). 

Overall, then, the outside critics of the "German tradition of 
archaeology’ appear to be right: German archaeology as a whole 
is out of touch with the theoretical debate in Anglo-American 
archaeology, with recent developments in British, Dutch and 
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Scandinavian archaeology, and with new ideas in general. This 
apparent isolation has been increased by a marked language shift 
towards English: German is no longer the lingua franca of central 
and northern European archaeology; in this function, it has been 
largely replaced by English in the post-war decades. 

But it must be emphasised that this linguistic divide works both 
ways, and the other way round it almost becomes a language 
barrier: while most German archaeologists are able to communi- 
cate in English, few native English-speaking colleagues read or 
understand German equally well. This has, no doubt, contributed 
towards the recognisable trend among British and American 
archacologists to avoid the effort required to find out what has 
been going on in German archaeology. A classic example of the 
possible consequences may be found in environmental archae- 
ology. When Briush palaeobotanists and archaeologists got their 
environmental bandwagon rolling in the early 1970s, they virtually 
reinvented the wheel, because they were not aware of the relevant 
research that had been done in German-speaking countries in the 
preceding decade. This caused justifiable indignation, and some 
wider scepticism about supposedly ‘new’ trends, among German 
colleagues (Willerding 1977). Burial analysis is another example of 
this lack of communication (see above, p. 196). 

It is therefore important that the positive aspects of the German 
archaeological tradition are not entirely forgotten in this dis- 
cussion, even though few of them have a direct bearing on the 
question of theory. One aspect that has already been mentioned 
above (p. 193) is the interdisciplinary approach in settlement 
archaeology. This is, in principle, well established and supported, 
and German palaeobotanists such as Behre, Hopf, Knórzer, Kór- 
ber-Grohne and Willerding have made outstanding contributions 
to environmental, economic and settlement studies. The multi- 
disciplinary research institute in Wilhelmshaven, on the North Sea 
coast, has already been referred to (p. 197). And in south-west 
Germany, a new wetlands research project with an interdisciplin- 
ary approach was launched only a few years ago with generous 
funding, under the old-fashioned name of Pfablbauforschung, 
‘Lake Villages Research’ (Strahm 1987; Schlichtherle and Wahlster 
1986). The technical excellence displayed here and at other exca- 
vauons (e.g. the spectacular Hochdorf barrow of Early Iron Age 
date; Biel 1985) makes the absence of archaeological theory in 
Germany appear even more peculiar. 
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Other features which outsiders would readily associate with 
German archaeology are an awareness of the history of research, 
a disciplined approach to dealing with material evidence and 
dating, and systematic documentation and data presentation. The 
detailed discussion of the relevant Forschungsgeschichte (history of 
research) constitutes a compulsory introductory chapter of every 
thesis, monograph and major article. German archaeologists, there- 
fore, treat with scepticism publications which fail to include older, 
and foreign, literature — a frequent sin in many recent British and 
American publications (Hårke 1984: 419; Pauli 1988: 296). 

The systematic and meticulous treatment of material evidence 
is an acknowledged part of the German tradition. Artefact 
typology and dating sequences are an integral (often the main) 
part of university courses in archaeology. Every publication is 
expected to show that the authors ‘know their material” and under- 
stand its problems and limitations. There is an uneasiness, and 
sometimes deep suspicion, among German archaeologists about 
what they see as a lack of discipline and care on the part of many 
New Archaeologists when dealing with material evidence. This 
uneasiness 1s not limited to traditionalists, it is also widespread 
among more open-minded young colleagues (e.g. Veit 1984: 352, 
note 132). 

Comprehensive documentation and data presentation are part 
and parcel of the same German attitude. But beyond that, there 
is a recognisable desire to collect evidence in catalogues, and to 
describe and codify knowledge in ‘manuals’ and encyclopediae. 
Müller-Karpe’s (1966-80) handbook of prehistory and the new 
edition of the Hoops encyclopedia (in progress) continue the tra- 
dition of the first, four-volume edition (Hoops 1911-19), the fif- 
teen-volume Ebert (1924-32) encyclopedia of prehistory, and the 
twenty-four-volume Pauly-Wissowa encyclopedia of Classical 
antiquity and archaeology (von Pauly 1893-1963). Monograph 
series on artefact types and sites such as the present Pråbistorische 
Bronzefunde series and the old series on the Oberråtisch-German- 
ische Limes are another expression of this desire for complete 
collection and presentation of the evidence. 

There is, thus, some silver lining on what otherwise looks like 
a rather dark cloud. But disciplined approaches to research history 
and material evidence cannot detract from the fact that in present- 
day German archaeology there is no body of theory, and there is 
no public discussion on aims and methods. Approaches to the 
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evidence are determined by a positivist attitude variously described 
by German critics as ‘sherd-counting’ (Pauli 1984a: 11) and 
‘stamp-collecting’ (Jankuhn, personal communication). The 
interpretation of the evidence is dominated by a particularist out- 
look which prevents generalisation. Sherratt (1984: 437) has aptly 
and concisely characterised this situation: ‘Prehistoric archaeology 
in Germany remains very close to its raw material, frowning 
alike on synthesis and generalisation.’ The overall effect is that 
archaeology is pursued largely as an end in itself, it is art for art’s 
sake. 


How could it happen? 


The reasons for this state of affairs are complex, and most of them 
are to be found in recent history. In order to understand this, it 
is necessary to go back to Kossinna and to the turn of the century. 

German prehistoric archaeology has two roots: the eighteenth- 
century romantic movement, and nineteenth-century anthro- 
pology. But due to the heavy emphasis on Classical education in 
Humboldt’s reform of the Prussian university system in the early 
nineteenth century, the archaeology of Classical and oriental 
antiquity was the first to become established as an academic disci- 
pline. The establishment of native Celtic and particularly Ger- 
manic archaeology took longer, and Kossinna became its foremost 
exponent. He founded a Gesellschaft fiir Deutsche Vorgeschichte 
(Society for German Prehistory), and in 1911 he gave a lecture to 
this society on ‘German prehistory, an eminently national disci- 
pline’ (Kossinna 1912a). In this lecture, he argued the outstanding 
cultural achievements of the prehistoric Germani, citing as proof 
the metalwork of the Nordic Bronze Age; and he called on the 
honour and the patriotic feelings of the members of the Berlin 
Academy of Sciences, asking them to give the same support (fin- 
ancial and institutional) to prehistoric archaeology as already given 
to Roman, Greek, Egyptian and oriental archaeology. 

This sounds innocuous enough: calling the Nordic Bronze Age 
‘Germanic’ seemed justified in terms of Kossinna’s settlement- 
archaeological method (see p. 188); and the nationalist undertones 
of the lecture were entirely in keeping with the general attitudes 
of the times. After all, Kaiser Wilhelm II himself had said in 1890 
that ‘we should educate young Germans, not young Greeks and 
Romans’ (quoted after Smolla 1984/85: 12). But there is a more 
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sinister, ethnocentric side to Kossinna’s views. His publications 
show an underlying belief in a Nordic, Aryan race, descended 
from the Indo-Germans (i.e. Indo-Europeans), with physical and 
intellectual qualities superior to those of other races (e.g. Kossinna 
1912b; 1928: 126-8; 1932: 7-8). For Kossinna, the key to Euro- 
pean, and thus world, history lay in the dynamic of the repeated 
movements southwards of this Nordic race. Incidentally, Kossin- 
na’s contemporary opponent Schuchhardt held very similar views 
(Schuchhardt 1935: passim). 

It is obvious that such a belief, coupled with the ethnic interpret- 
ation of archaeological cultures, would lend itself readily to poliu- 
cal exploitation. The first clear hint of this came in 1919 when 
Kossinna used archaeological finds to suggest the Germanic ances- 
try of the ‘Polish Corridor’ (parts of Posen and West Prussia 
ceded to Poland in the Versailles Treaty) since the Iron Age, and 
Polish archaeologists responded by claiming a Slav ancestry for 
this area since the Bronze Age, using Kossinna’s own method (see 
Eggers 1959: 236-7). 

But the most blatant and even oppressive misuse of Kossinna’s 
ethnic and racial views took place after his death (1931), in the 
Third Reich, 1933-45. To the Nazis, the political relevance of 
Kossinna’s approach must have been immediately obvious: his 
views on the racial origin and history of the Germans provided a 
pseudo-scientific underpinning of their ‘master race’ ideology; and 
his identification of former Germanic settlement areas provided 
the historical justification of their expansion against neighbouring 
territories, 

The importance that the Nazis attached to archaeology was 
demonstrated by the speed with which they attempted to take 
control of archaeological institutions. As early as 1933, all archaeo- 
logical societies came under pressure to affiliate to the society 
founded by Kossinna, now renamed Reichsbund fiir Deutsche 
Vorgeschichte (Imperial Association for German Prehistory). In 
1934, the party official in charge of ideological education, Alfred 
Rosenberg, created in his office (Amt Rosenberg) a ‘Prehistory 
Department’ under the archaeology lecturer Hans Reinerth whose 
task was to achieve a reorientation of prehistoric archaeology 
towards a völkische Vorgeschichte (ethnic, 1.e. Germanic, prehis- 
tory). A year later, the commander of the SS, Heinrich Himmler, 
founded his own science organisation Deutsches Ahnenerbe 
(German Forefathers’ Heritage) which had sections for biology, 
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medicine, folk studies and archaeological excavations, the latter 
from 1938 when it took over the Haithabu project (see Jankuhn 
1943: 10). The declared purpose of this organisation was to 
‘explore the space, spirit, deed and heritage of the Indo-Germans 
of northern racial origin”, but the creation of a scientific theory 
of German dominance is supposed to have been the ultimate aim 
of Ahnenerbe (Kater 1974). The rivalry between these two Nazi 
organisations split the German archaeologists, but it also created 
the space in which many of them could continue their work 
without too much direct interference from party officials (Bollmus 
1970: 153-235). 

However, the idea of independent and objective research was 
often ridiculed by Nazi officials who demanded politicised and 
ideologically useful research. And the ideological usefulness of 
prehistoric archaeołogy is reflected in its unprecedented expansion 
in the Third Reich: the number of archaeology chairs at German 
universities was increased from one to eight in the first three years 
(1933-5); by 1939, prehistory was being taught at more than 
twenty-five universities; and the number of academically qualified 
prehistorians had doubled by 1941. But the price for this support 
was collaboration or, at the very least, conformity. Prominent 
archaeologists who came under pressure to resign from their posts 
or offices iacluded not only Jews (Gerhard Bersu and Paul Jacobs- 
thal), but significantly also some colleagues such as Gero von 
Merhart who simply ignored the now obligatory Kossinna 
method, and Karl Herrmann Jacob-Friesen who, in the pre-Nazi 
era, had disputed the methodological basis of Kossinna’s ethnic 
interpretation of archaeological cultures (Jacob-Friesen 1928). The 
blatant attempts to put ideological pressure on the method and 
direction of archaeological research were extended, during the war, 
into occupied countries (Kater 1974: 145—90, 269-73; Blindheim 
1984; Hagen 1985/86). 

It was inevitable, therefore, that the ethnic paradigm should be 
thoroughly discredited after the end of the Third Reich (although 
the ethnic question resurfaced, in a somewhat different form, after 
1969 in Scandinavian archaeołogy; see the chapter by Myhre in 
this volume). Since 1945, German archaeologists have suffered 
from what Smolla (1980) has termed the 'Kossinna syndrome”. 
But as if to rub the message in, the political exploitation of, and 
pressure on, German archaeology did not end with the Third 
Reich: it continued, with a very different orientation, in East 
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Germany where archaeologists had to subscribe, or pay lip-service, 
to Marxist historical philosophy and where the evolutionary para- 
digm (as laid down by Engels 1884) was obligatory until the fall 
of the communist regime in 1989, 

The effect on West German archaeologists has been described 
thus by Narr (1966: 382): 


Deterred by the ideological and political misuse [of archae- 
ology], the majority of scholars have retreated into a merely 
cautiously ordering and registering positivism, which itself is 
intolerant at times and is prepared to reject all other orien- 
tations as not seriously scientific or even as fanciful. 


Even mere speculation in the interpretation of archaeological evi- 
dence (as advocated by von Uslar 1955) has become a victim of 
this attitude. 

The hasty and ill-planned expansion of the West German univer- 
sity system in the late 1960s and 1970s generated a further prob- 
lem: it created a large number of additional teaching posts which 
had to be filled within a short time, often with less qualified 
candidates than would have been the case under ordinary circum- 
stances. This problem has been recognised and frankly admitted 
by the most senior academic administrators. It is tempting to 
suggest that it also created the conditions for the continued stag- 
nation of German archaeological theory throughout the 1970s and 
1980s. By way of contrast, the virtually contemporaneous expan- 
sion of archaeology at British universities had markedly different 
effects (see the chapter by Champion in this volume). 

The German university system, and particularly its career struc- 
ture for lecturers, may have made the difference. Before the recent 
changes in the system, junior lecturers (Assistenten) were expected 
to have a doctorate, would obtain their job through recommenda- 
tion rather than by application, and would get a fixed-term con- 
tract during which they would have to write their Habilitation 
thesis. This is a major research project which has to be accepted 
by the professorial staff of the faculty and which, in addition 
to a trial lecture and a trial seminar, establishes the candidate's 
qualification for lecturing at a German university. The requirement 
of Habilitation has undoubtedly contributed to over-specialisation 
('funnel-vision' in the words of A. Sherratt) among senior aca- 
demics. Even more importantly, it is not hard to imagine how such 
a system can create an atmosphere in which the next generation of 
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lecturers is unlikely to stray far from the path of accepted wisdom. 
A side-effect of this system of long apprenticeship is that German 
university teachers start formal lecturing rather later in their career 
than their American and Briush colleagues. 

Of all the other archaeologists in West Germany, those in the 
major research institutions (mainly the Rómisch-Germanische 
Kommission at Frankfurt and the Rómisch-Germanisches Zentral- 
museum at Mainz) should have been able to give a lead by 
responding to the theoretical challenges from abroad, but they 
failed to do so, probably because they have been subject to much 
the same constraints and pressures as their colleagues in the univer- 
sities. Field archaeologists in regional and local units or in state 
inspectorates usually have practical concerns which they consider 
more pressing than the need for archaeological theory, and the 
German Bodendenkmalpflegeisno exception tothisinternationalrule. 

The problems of positivism and particularism may have been 
exacerbated by the lack of a thriving amateur scene and, ironically, 
by the comparatively generous funds for research and excavations. 
On the positive side, funding bodies such as the Deutsche For- 
schungsgemeinschaft and the Volkswagenstiftung have provided 
favourable conditions for the continuity of major projects over 
decades. But both generous funding and the relative unimportance 
of amateurs, have obviated the need for communication with a 
wider public, and this is clearly reflected in the fact that German 
popular books on archaeology are not normally written by pro- 
fessional archaeologists (although this is changing slowly). This 
has not only increased the isolation of the subject, it has also 
meant that there was no external incentive to produce syntheses. 


Prospects and recent developments 


Although there seems little prospect of a radical change in this 
overall situation in the near future, there have been some develop- 
ments which reflect a critical reassessment of current methods and 
attitudes, and an increasing interest in theoretical issues. 

After Kossinna had been anathema for decades, cited only to 
demonstrate the errors of the past, several recent publications 
(Smolla 1980, 1984/85; von Krosigk 1982; Veit 1984, 1989) have 
dealt with him in a more balanced way, trying to see his method 
in the context of the evolution of prehistoric archaeology — some- 
thing which had been demanded several years before by the Soviet 
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archaeologist Klejn (1974: 44). Such publications represent a very 
important attempt to overcome the ‘Kossinna syndrome”, to go 
beyond the simplistic condemnation of his political misuse, and 
to prepare the way for a reappraisal of his role in archaeological 
theory. This, in turn, could be the first step towards coming to 
terms with the unsavoury past of archaeology in the Third Reich. 
In terms of Kuhn’s theory of scientific progress (1970: 10-21), 
such a step would have a significance beyond its political content. 
Having gone through a ‘pre-paradigm’ period, German archae- 
ology adopted its ‘first paradigm’ (i.e. Kossinna's ethnic paradigm) 
and then had it removed because it had been misused politically 
(see above, p. 205). As there has been no ‘new paradigm’ (the 
next step in Kuhn’s scheme), West German archaeology has, in a 
sense, reverted to a ‘non-paradigm’ situation. 

The unification of West and East Germany poses a similar 
problem. In the wake of the collapse of the communist regime in 
East Germany in 1989, there is now a danger that the public 
revulsion against anything Marxist and communist, and the politi- 
cal and administrative changes unification will inevitably bring, 
might sweep aside forty years of East German archaeology because 
of its historical-materialist paradigm (true or enforced). If that 
were done in haste, without further scrutiny and thorough dis- 
cussion, it would mean the imposition, again, of intellectual 
amnesia for political reasons, and it would add an ‘Engels syn- 
drome’ to the ‘Kossinna syndrome’. The ghosts of the past, be 
they red or brown, must be laid, or there can be no future: this 
is a clear lesson that arises from the post-war history of German 
archaeology. 

But this backward look must be complemented by an appreci- 
ation of the debate outside Germany in the past twenty years. 
Even in this respect, the reappraisal of Kossinna might prove 
helpful: Smolla (1984/85: 13-14) has suggested that it could pro- 
vide the starting point for a debate between the German and 
Anglo-American traditions because some of Kossinna’s views (e.g. 
on the scientific nature of prehistoric archaeology) bridge the gap 
between the two. Some recent publications by senior German 
colleagues (e.g. Behrens 1984; Fischer 1987), although not present- 
ing anything new, may indicate a renewed interest in reflecting 
on, and restating, the aims of traditional German archaeology. By 
way of contrast, a recent thesis on the New Archaeology in 
Britain (Wolfram 1986) indicates a growing willingness among the 
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younger generation to look across the fence surrounding the 
German tradition of archaeology in its 'self-inflicted isolation’ 
(Narr 1974: 124-5). This change in attitude, slow though it may 
be, coincides with an increasing awareness among German his- 
torians and ethnographers of the need for theory in, and social 
and cultural anthropological approaches to, cultural history (Vier- 
haus 1989: 135; similarly Elwert 1989: 159). 

[t is exactly this awareness which, a few years ago, led to the 
emergence of an informal group of young colleagues whose aim 
was to start a debate on the state and future direction of German 
archaeology (Hårke 1989c). Significantly, this Unkeler Kreis 
(Unkel Circle, named after the place of its first meeting near 
Bonn) comprises archaeologists from outside German universities, 
and Dutch and Danish colleagues have played an important role 
in it. There is no uniformity of ideas and concepts in this small 
group; the only common attitudes are dissatisfaction with the 
present constraints of German archaeology, and the conviction 
that archaeology must make a contribution to a wider cultural 
history or anthropology. While some members have looked to the 
Anglo-American New Archaeology for inspiration, others view it 
with considerable scepticism which is based not so much on theor- 
etical objections to its paradigms and approaches as on a negative 
assessment of its results which all too often seem to lag far behind 
its loudly and arrogantly proclaimed objectives. 

Several meetings of the Unkeler Kreis have been held so far, 
resulting in the publication of two booklets containing a review 
of the state of German archaeology (Harke 1983) and a discussion 
of approaches to the study of social structures and the interrelation 
between centre and periphery (Pauli 1984b). The circulation of 
these informal, samizdat-style proceedings has sparked a dis- 
cussion which needs to be widened by larger seminars and more 
formal publications. A first attempt in this direction has been 
made with an invitational seminar on 'Continuity and Disconti- 
nuity” which is being prepared for publication (for a preliminary 
report, see Hårke 1989c). 

The student scene, dormant for a long time, has seen a new 
burst of activity in the very recent past. During the nationwide 
student strike in West Germany at the end of 1988, workshops 
on theory, New Archaeology, the state and aims of German 
archaeology, women and gender relations in prehistory, archae- 
ology and the public, and archaeology in the Third Reich were 
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set up or reinvigorated in a large number of archaeology depart- 
ments. A first meeting of archaeology students from West German 
universities was held in 1989 at Kiel. It resulted in the general 
conclusion that the subject is in need of reappraisal, and that the 
nationwide student meetings should be continued on an annual 
basis (Spitzner-von der Haar 1989). 

Although seemingly not directly relevant to the question of 
theory, several recent articles on chronological issues (Eggert et 
al. 1980; Eggert and Loch 1987; Eggert and Wotzka 1987; Eggert 
1988; Ziegert 1983) may be seen as part of this general trend of 
reappraisal. They expose fundamental inconsistencies and weak- 
nesses 1n methods and even foundations of conventional chrono- 
logical analysis, and they coincide with significant advances of 
dendrochronology in Germany in the last few years. Together, 
these developments might lead to some rethinking of the favourite 
pursuit of German archaeologists who had been curiously unaffec- 
ted by the 'radiocarbon revolution’. 

Something is stirring on the Western Front. Now we have to 
wait and see if the German archaeologists will actually come out 
of their trenches. The debate which has gone on in American, 
British and Scandinavian archaeology since the 1960s may be about 
to start in Germany. And the outcome may be rather different 
from the Anglo-American New Archacology and the British post- 
processual archaeology. The future promises to be much more 
interesting than the recent past. 


Notes 


1. My sincere thanks are extended to all colleagues who attended the 
first four symposia of the Unkeler Kreis: J. H. F. Bloemers, J. Eckert, 
M. Gebihr, M. and M. Gechter, J. and U. Giesler, K. Kristiansen, 
J. Kunow, L. Pauli and W. J. H. Willems. The present chapter owes 
a great deal to the papers and discussions at these meetings. L. Pauli, 
A. Sherratt, R. Bradley, B. Myhre and V. Schimpff made valuable 
comments on various drafts. E. Cziesla and H. Döhl very kindly 
provided additional information on the situation of, respectively, 
palaeolithic research and Classical archaeology. 

2. Whitley (1987) has dealt with this question in some detail. He stresses 
the idealistic and aesthetic perspectives of German Classical archae- 
ology which he sees rooted in the philosophies of Winckelmann, 
Kant and Hegel; and he interprets this emphasis as the answer of the 
German school of archaeology to the dangers of the Anglo-American 
empiricist approach (Whitley 1987: 15). While his basic observation 
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on the perspectives of Classical archaeology is undoubtedly correct, 
his interpretation is somewhat musleading. Winckelmann is the 
acknowledged father of Classical archaeology, but the influences of 
Kant and Hegel are much more diffuse, and neither clearly perceived 
nor explicitly acknowledged. And the art-historical orientation of 
Classical archaeology is most certainły not a conscious reaction by 
German archaeologists to Anglo-American empiricism, but simply 
the approach seen as most appropriate for dealing with the type of 
evidence Classical archaeologists are faced with. In this approach, 
German Classical archaeology is different not just from Anglo-Ameri- 
can archaeology but also from all other branches of archaeology in 
Germany. 

. A dozen interim reports on the archaeological and environmental 
results of this project have been published in the Bonner Jabrbiicher 
171-82 (1971-82). 

. The Kommission für Metallurgie des Altertums was set up in the 
early 1980s by the Rómisch-Germanisches Zentralmuseum at Mainz 
and the Max-Planck Institute of Nuclear Physics at Heidelberg. Its 
research reports have been published in the Jahrbuch des Römisch- 
Germanischen Zentralmuseums 31-3 (1984-6). 

. The older, scientific series was: Informationsblatter zu Nachbarwis- 
senschaften der Ur- und Frühgeschichte (Schriften des Schleswiger 
Kreises, edited by V. Arnold, R. Busch et al.), vols 1-7, Göttingen 
1970-6. The more recent typological series is: Göttinger Typentafeln zur 
Ur- und Frühgeschichte Mitteleuropas, vols 1-6, Göttingen, 1983-4. 
6. In a speech at Hamburg in 1986, the President of the West 
German Rektorenkonferenz (Committee of University Vice-Chancel- 
lors), Prof. Dr Theodor Berchem, said: “Whereas in times of rapid 
expansion, even some mediocre young colleagues had good, or even 
excellent, chances of obtaining a professorial post, nowadays even 
the best [scholars] in many disciplines have no chances at all’ (Forum, 
the magazine of the Stifterverband fiir die deutsche Wissenschaft, 6 
December 1986, p. 5). 
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THEORY IN POLISH 
ARCHAEOLOGY 1960-90: 
SEARCHING FOR 
PARADIGMS 


Zbigniew Kobyliński 


During the last forty years Polish post-war archaeology has passed 
through stages of fluctuating interest in theoretical problems. After 
a period of heated discussion in the 1950s and early 1960s, striving 
for a self-definition of the methodological position of the discipline 
on the basis of recently accepted ideological systems in the second 
half of the 1960s and in the 1970s we observed a long and deep 
crisis of cognitive consciousness in Polish archaeology. Some scho- 
lars pointed out during that time that the achievements in data 
collection during field research should be accompanied with equ- 
ally intense attempts to make the theoretical foundations of archae- 
ology more precise (Nadolski 1963: 583; Trudzik 1971: 5). But 
they received no serious response. The first attempts at surmount- 
ing this crisis could be observed no earlier than the late 1970s and 
early 1980s. The theoretical debate in Polish ethnography tollowed 
exactly the same course (cf. Piatkowski 1985: 37-8). 


Restraints on the development of archaeological theory 


One of the main factors responsible for this longstanding neglect 
of theoretical problems in both the related disciplines was — and 
still is — the isolation of the Polish scientific milieu from external, 
foreign influences. This isolation makes it extremely difficult to 
initiate and sustain contacts with foreign scientific institutions, and 
also limits access to foreign literature, in particular to new theoreti- 
cal concepts (Frankowska 1973; Urbanczyk 1983) A temporary 
improvement in the inflow of English-language theoretical 
archaeological literature in the second half of the 1970s and the 
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beginning of the 1980s was short and diminished dramatically in 
1982. 

A measure of Polish archaeology’s growing isolation from the 
new tendencies in western countries is the fact that David Clarke’s 
famous book Analytical Archaeology, published in 1968, waited 
for discussion in Polish literature until 1974 (Tabaczyński and 
Pleszczyńska 1974; see also Kmita 1973), but the first Polish 
papers referring directly to the questions and concepts raised by 
the American New Archaeology appeared no earlier than around 
1980 (e.g. Kobylińska 1980a, 1980b; Urbańczyk 1980). It should 
be stressed, moreover, that this important theoretical movement 
has never been seriousły and critically presented and discussed 
in Polish archaeological literature. In the broad circle of Polish 
archaeologists it still remains almost completely unknown. 
Recently published criticism of the New Archaeology, inspired 
above all by the works of Courbin (1982) and Hodder (1982), 
whose arguments are quoted in Polish literature without real 
investigation of problems, discourages Polish archaeologists from 
reading the works written by New Archaeologists and presents a 
negative image of this theoretical direction as 'the completely 
abortive attempt to build archaeological theory” (Tabaczyński 
1984, 1985a) or even refusal to formulate theory (Stoczkowski 
1988). The recent ‘post-processual’ trends in British theoretical 
debate are also almost completely unknown in the community of 
Polish archaeologists (the only exception is the brief presentation 
in Pałubicka and Tabaczyński 1986: 64—6). 

The crisis of Polish archaeology’s cognitive consciousness would 
not be so serious if its isolation did not go hand in hand with 
other, parochial problems. The impossibility of finding ready 
theoretical solutions abroad should encourage Polish archaeol- 
ogists to reach out to the local philosophical background and 
construct original Polish theoretical concepts. Such a specific 
Polish trend of enquiry has always been the definition and aims 
of archaeology in relation to other historical disciplines. 

Contrary to the American tradition of including archaeology in 
the group of anthropological sciences, in the opinion and con- 
sciousness of Polish archaeologists this discipline has always func- 
tioned in close relation to history. Discussions concerning the 
status of archaeology, its subject of study and its goals, initiated 
directly after the Second World War, are still alive (see e.g. Hensel 
1973a, 1984a, 1986; Trudzik 1971; Zak 1966, 1968). In the 1950s, 


224 


THEORY IN POLISH ARCHAEOLOGY 1960-90 


when, under the influence of the Soviet model for the organisation 
of science, the new discipline — the history of material culture, 
containing both archaeology and ethnography — was called into 
existence, its role and place were discussed (e.g. Hołubowicz 1955; 
Kulczycki 1955; Wielowiejski 1970). Unfortunately, institutionał 
bonds between archaeology and ethnology as one subject in uni- 
versities, and in the joint research institute of the Polish Academy 
of Sciences established in 1953, did not help to reveal an anthropo- 
logical perspective to archaeologists. Just the opposite occurred. 
Ethnography came to be understood as a subdiscipline of history. 

Much energy has been spent on discussing the definitions of the 
terms ‘archaeology’ and ‘prehistory’ and the question of whether 
archaeology is an independent scientific discipline or a discipline 
auxiliary to prehistory. According to a recent statement by Hensel 
(1986), archaeology has a twofold nature, independent and auxili- 
ary at the same time. Archaeology is seen as an independent 
science for those stages of the historical process which history 
cannot embrace in a more exhaustive way and auxiliary for those 
periods in which there is not the slightest doubt about the primacy 
of history. Although this opinion seems to be generally accepted 
in Polish archaeology, there are still traces of different regional 
traditions in the understanding of the subject and its scientific 
status. At present, for example, in Warsaw and Cracow one can 
study archaeology in the university, but in Poznań prehistory 
is taught. Although these discussions had no effect on Polish 
archaeologists’ empirical research practice, they are nevertheless 
evidence of a feverish search for identity, of a desire to define the 
subject matter and purpose of the discipline. 

Another problem specific to Polish theoretical debates was the 
‘theory of archaeological sources”, including the definition of the 
ontological characteristics of archaeological evidence, consider- 
ation of the role of the archaeologist in creating evidence, and 
problems of biases inherent in the archaeological record. The con- 
cept of a two-step reflection of historical reality in the archaeolog- 
ical record was one of those offered. The need to distinguish 
between potential archaeologicał sources and those which were 
observed was pointed out, and the ability of an archaeologist's 
socio-cultural milieu and individual predispositions to influence 
the evidence created in the form of an archaeological record was 
discussed (e.g. Antoniewicz and Wartołowska 1955; Gediga 1971; 
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Godłowski 1962; Hołubowicz 1961; Kowalczyk 1963; Trudzik 
1965, 1971). 

At the same time, however, many Polish archaeologists 
expressed their belief in the existence of ‘pure’ facts and inherently 
objective ‘raw sources’, which should be gathered in the greatest 
possible number without any interpretation (e.g. Jazdzewski 1981: 
54-5). Such an approach has been criticised by Tabaczyński (1971), 
who argued that an 'archaeology without models is actually full 
of hidden models”. The necessity to create and verbalise models in 
archaeological reasoning was also discussed by Godłowski (1976). 

All these deliberations on the characteristics of the source- 
creating process in archaeology have been connected with similar 
intellectual developments in Polish historiography. In particular 
discussion focused on the classification of historical sources pro- 
posed by Gerard Labuda (1957), who made distinctions between 
the ergotechnic, the sociotechnic and the psychotechnic sources 
(quite similar to those later defined by Lewis Binford) (e.g. Tru- 
dzik 1971; Maetzke et al. 1978; Maetzke 1986). A serious impact 
on these discussions was also made by the theory that selective 
mechanisms created the archaeological evidence (Eggers 1959; 
Tabaczyński 1964). 

If these and other theories have never been formulated in a 
cohesive and mature manner, the main cause is organisational: the 
division of the Polish archaeological community into four separate 
branches - museums, universities, curators of archaeological 
monuments and the Polish Academy ot Sciences — without any 
common platform for discussion and exchange of ideas. Other 
causes include an obsolete university education system which 
encourages intellectual passivity, and a hierarchy of scientific 
degrees in which a scholar does not achieve independent status 
until the age of 40. 

Å specific role was also played by the enlarging of the number 
of huge field expeditions excavating mainly early medieval sites in 
connection with the millennial anniversary of the Polish state. 
This project, proposed by W. Hensel just after the war (Hensel 
1946) but with its apogee in the late 1960s, absorbed à majority 
of archaeologists, and the deluge of finds gathered within a short 
time overtook the analytical capabilities of Polish scholars. This 
enormous project has diverted the attention of Polish archaeol- 
ogists to the problem of techniques of excavation and recording 
rather than to theoretical questions. 
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The ‘external’ reason for this campaign, and for all the research 
problems traditionally explored by Polish archaeology, should be 
clearly seeen. For many years after the war, Polish archaeology 
was designed to gather evidence for the Slavic ethnicity of prehis- 
toric inhabitants of Polish lands. This was a consequence of a 
social demand to respond to the nationalistic, pan-Germanic theor- 
ies of German archaeologists, put forward by Gustaf Kossinna 
before the First World War. Ethnic studies in Polish archaeology 
still have this political aspect, although recently the ideological 
character of this manner of doing archaeology has often been 
exposed and criticised (e.g. Minta-Tworzowska 1986; Zak 1977a, 
1981). And Kossinna’s ‘settlement-archaeological method’, with 
different ethnic qualifications given to the same archaeological 
units, was frequently used by Polish archaeologists even after the 
last war. The positive result of this situation was a focus on the 
theoretical problems of ethnicity and its archaeologically visible 
correlates (e.g. Bukowski 1984; Godłowski 1979; Hensel 1973b, 
1978, 1984b; Jazdzewski 1969; Kobyliński 1988a; Malinowski 
1980; Zak 1973, 1985), and of the archaeological visibility of 
discontinuities in socio-cultural processes (Kobyliński 1988h; 
Tabaczyński 1976, 1985b). 

Another enormous field project is now being undertaken: the 
*Archaeological Map of Poland' (Konopka 1984). Every spring 
and autumn, many younger archaeologists do systematic field- 
walking all over Poland. There ıs little concern with theoretical 
considerations, although the problems of archaeological visibility 
of sites, the techniques of their discovery and recording, and 
optimal sampling strategies in settlement studies are discussed by 
many field archaeologists (e.g. Brzeziński et al. 1985; Kobyliński 
1984; Kruk 1970; Mazurowski 1980). 

Finally, an important but not equally recognised influence was 
the role of historical materialism as the compulsory ideology, 
determining both the understanding of the developmental mechan- 
isms and human societies and consequent research directions and 
procedures. Initially this ideology undoubtedly stimulated the 
development of theoretical reflection in Polish archaeology. The 
later crisis was, however, to a large degree connected with the 
growth of dogma within this ideology and with the fact that in 
spite of what was stated in syllabuses Marxism was not in fact 
incorporated in the research practice of archaeologists. The 
renewed wave of methodological and theoretical activity by Polish 
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archaeologists is again closely related to a revival of discussions 
on the interpretation of Marxism in the Polish philosophical 
milieu. The influence of this ideology was therefore complex, 
and there is nothing strange in the fact that extremely different 
evaluations of its impact on theoretical questions in Polish archae- 
ology have been expressed (Hensel 1974 and Kurnatowski 1971: 
309 vs. Urbańczyk 1983: 214). 

Anyway, one cannot overlook the fact that in the second half 
of the 1950s and early 1960s a large number of programmatic 
announcements were drawn up in the Polish literature presenting 
the paradigm for archaeology according to the materialistic onto- 
logical perspective of Marxist philosophy. The aim of archaeology, 
which was then understood as an independent scientific discipline, 
involved studying and formulating the laws of development of 
human societies (Antoniewicz and Wartołowska 1955; Hensel 
1958; Hołubowicz 1961; Wartołowska 1964). From the principles 
of Marxian dialects, specific methodological postulates were 
derived, such as studying a phenomenon in terms of its internal 
completeness and its external sets of relationships, and the carrying 
out of problem-orientated research. Very similar ideas, though 
derived from quite different philosophical foundations, can be 
found in the much later works of the American New Archaeology. 
A peculiar paradox of Polish archaeology is that these innovative, 
seminally important theoretical statements, forgotten for some 
twenty years, were rediscovered in the late 1970s, under foreign 
influence, when faint echoes of the theoretical debate in western 
countries caused renewed interest on our own tradition (Maetzke, 
et al. 1978: 20). 

Unfortunately, the general character of the Marxist theory of 
society makes it impossible to use as a direct guideline in empirical 
studies, and there have so far been no attempts to operationalise 
it. Only with reference to prehistoric economics have there been 
some attempts to build models derived from general Marxist 
theory (see the introductory remarks made by Tabaczyfiski 1966), 
but inspired by French Marxists’ ideas rather than by ‘classical’ 
Marxism. 


External and internal influences 


In such a situation, the main theoretical efforts of Polish archaeol- 
ogists in the 1960s and 1970s focused on defining theoretical 
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constructs, such as the notion of ‘type’ (Balcer 1970; Dymaczew- 
ski 1968; Kozłowski 1972), A notable factor which enlivened the 
discussion was the response to David Clarke's Analytical Archae- 
ology. In the years 1971 to 1980 several papers had been published 
all devoted to the discussion of the notion of the ‘archaeological 
culture’ and the methods for its empirical determination (e.g. 
Baranowski 1974; Drozdek 1980; Godtowski 1976; Konopka 
1978; Kozłowski 1975; Patubicka 1974; Tabaczyńska and Tabac- 
zyński 1973/Tabaczyński 1971, 1976). The positive response to 
Clarke’s book (despite many minor criticisms) resulted from the 
fact that it dealt with problems which were important from the 
point of view of the then prevailing culture-historical paradigm in 
archaeology. In Polish archaeology the main areas of interest have 
always been chronology, typology and cultural taxonomy, all serv- 
ing the goal of a much higher ultimate order: the establishment 
of the origins of ethnic groups, their culture and the detection of 
the influences and contacts between them (cf. Schild 1980a). While 
such considerations are theory-laden, the theory was mostly 
unconscious. The most explicit theoretical discussion concerned 
the meaning of variability in Stone Age lithic industries (e.g. 
Koztowski 1972; Schild 1965, summarised recently by Lech 1988; 
see also Wyszomirska 1987). As a result of inspiration partly 
from James Sackett’s theory of style in archaeology (1977; also 
Kobylińska 1980b), and partly from concepts in the theory of art, 
the focus of research in Stone Age archaeology recently shifted 
from typological and culture-historical variability towards stylistic 
variability in stone artefacts (Tomaszewski 1988a). 

In the late 1970s a few Polish archaeologists became to some 
extent acquainted with the American New Archaeology. The 
anthropological perspective proposed by Lewis Binford has been 
effectively accepted by some younger scholars (e.g. Kobyliński 
and Tomaszewski 1980), but the older ones have rejected it, stating 
that it is alien to European tradition. Some scholars have claimed 
both perspectives as equally important (Maetzke et al. 1978), 
trying to show that there is no contradiction between the ‘tra- 
ditional’ and the ‘New’ archaeology. The same criticism as pre- 
viously addressed to Clarke, that he fails to notice that both 
disciplines — history and anthropology — are in fact equally impor- 
tant cognitive prospects, complementary to each other (Tabaczyń- 
ski and Pleszczyńska 1974), was then applied to American New 
Archaeology. According to Tabaczyński (1985a: 172), the ‘New’ 
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Archaeology should be considered not as opposed to ‘traditional’ 
archaeology but rather as one of the most interesung manifes- 
tations of the multidirectional process of archaeology’s theoris- 
ation, a process which began long before Binford’s works 
appeared. In Tabaczynski’s opinion (1985a: 175) the New Archae- 
ology had not proposed any theory which would essentially enrich 
the historical narration. Tabaczyński made two mistakes m his 
critique of the New Archaeology: treating all the theoretical move- 
ments in modern West European and American archaeology as 
one consistent orientation, for which the most representative are 
still the early works by Hill (1970) and Watson, LeBlanc and 
Redman (1971); and (as has recently been pointed out by Ostoja- 
Zagörski 1988, in his apology for the New Archaeology) looking 
for a specifically archaeological theory and consequently taking 
the New Archaeology to task for adopting a model from the other 
scientific disciplines. 

The New Archaeology reached Poland during the period of 
activity of the Poznań School’ of Polish Marxist philosophers. 
Members of this school (of whom the most important are Jerzy 
Kmita and Leszek Nowak) made a formal interpretation ot the 
principles of Marxian dialectics, which had until then remained an 
apparent enigma. They also formulated a model of research pro- 
cedure in science, particularly in the humanities and social 
sciences. Finally, they drew attention to the external determinants 
of scientific cognition and developed a research orientation called 
‘historical epistemology’ (e.g. Kmita 1976; Nowak 1977a; Pałub- 
icka 1977). Polish historians entered the debate (Buksiński 1982; 
Piekarczyk 1970, 1976; Pomorski 1986; Topolski 1976, 1977, 
1978) and, slightly later, so did archaeologists. 

Two scholars, Stanisław Tabaczyński of the Institute of History 
of Material Culture in Warsaw, and Jan Zak of the University of 
Poznań, were both involved for a long time in theoretical dis- 
cussion, to which small groups of students and younger scholars 
then gathered. The group of archaeologists from Poznań, more 
isolated from foreign influences and very critical in their attitude 
to the American New Archaeology, had stronger and more con- 
sistent ties with the local milieu of philosophers and theoreticians 
in the humanities. Their particular interest was the history of 
theoretical orientauons in archaelogy, especially the question of 
the distinctive characteristics of positivist and neopositivist archae- 
ology. In the recent opinion of Czerniak and Kosko (1987: 43), 
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the New Archaeology 'is undoubtedly some progress, but not 
sufficient to eliminate errors of positivist thinking.’ 

The Warsaw group developed traditional theoretical interests in 
the source-creating process at the same time as being open to 
foreign ideas. At the beginning of the 1980s the seminar led by 
Tabaczyński became the main centre of theoretical discussion in 
Poland. Most of the Polish archaeological community, however, 
remained indifferent to these intellectual efforts. The negative 
result of this situation was a widening of the gap between prac- 
titioners and theoreticians with theoretical discussions being mon- 
opolised by a very small group. 

Both the trends influencing Polish archaeologists searching for 
theoretical inspirations, namely the ‘New Archaeology’ and the 
local philosophical discussions, focused on methodological prob- 
lems, particularly on the question of models of explanation. Under 
these influences, in the publications by the younger generation of 
Polish archaeologists, attempts were made to show that the model 
of explanation adequate for highly developed empirical sciences 
can also be applied to archaeology (e.g. Kobyliński 1981a). Exam- 
ples of clearly hypothetico-deductive reasoning have also been 
presented (e.g. Henneberg et al. 1978; Rysiewska 1980). The most 
explicit example of controversy between the ‘hypotheticists’ and 
the ‘empiricists’ or ‘inductionists’ has been the lively debate over 
a model of rotational exploitation and shifting settlement in the 
neolithic period (e.g. Czerniak and Piontek 1980a, 1980b; Czer- 
niak 1985; Bogucki and Grygiel 1980; Grygiel 1987). 

It is not therefore true that, as Bogucki stated recently (1985), 
the debate ‘as to what constituted the adequate determination of 
the causal relationships among prehistoric phenomena, has not 
really taken place in Europe”. This debate began later in Poland 
than in other countries, but it is alive (see the brief report in 
Milisauskas 1986). It has been expressed in the journal Archeologia 
Polski (e.g. Czerniak 1985; Kobylińska and Kobyliński 1985; 
Kobyliński 1981a; Piontek 1982, 1988; Zak 1975), and recently in 
two books written or edited by Tabaczyriski: "Theory and practice 
of archaeological research” (Pałubicka and Tabaczyński 1986) and 
‘Medieval archaeology’ (Tabaczyński 1987). It seems that during 
this discussion some important questions have been answered in 
an original way thanks to the influence ot the local philosophical 
background. 
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Theoretical issues in Polish archaeology 


First of all, it has been shown that discussion of the logical correct- 
ness of explanation procedures should be preceded by discussion 
of the subject matter of archaeological studies, particularly of 
the characteristics of the historical process, its motor forces and 
regulatory mechanisms (see especially Zak 1975, 1977b, including 
the assertion that the role of the human individual in history 
should be appreciated). According to Tabaczyński, the fundamen- 
tal issue is 'the relationship between the cultural divisions envis- 
aged by an archaeologist investigating fossil materials and the real 
socio-cultural articulation of a historical process” (Patubicka and 
Tabaczyński 1986). One of the main arguments against the New 
Archaeology has been its underestimation of this important ques- 
tion (e.g. Tabaczyński 1985a: 172). 

The ‘Poznan philosphical school” has also drawn archaeologists’ 
attention to the problem of ‘historical epistemology”, 1.e. the ques- 
tion of factors determining the development of science. It has been 
argued that every discipline passes through the same stages of 
theoretical consciousness — from ‘mythology’ to ‘science’ (Nowak 
1977a; Kobyliński and Tomaszewski 1980; Ostoja-Zagórski 1988). 
The process of moving beyond a positivist theory of cognition 
has been described by Pałubicka and Tabaczyński (1986). The 
thresholds of these stages are determined by different understand- 
ings of the relation between the object of research and the object 
of perception. lt has been stressed that the theoretisation of archae- 
ology or any other discipline is a consequence of the refutation 
of the thesis of factuality, Le. the assumption that it is possible 
to know the essence of studied phenomena through observation. 
Thus, post-positivist science breaks with commonsense images of 
the world (Pomorski 1986). 

The idea of multi-level ontological structures of phenomena and 
of the existence of an underlying structure is derived from Marxian 
dialectics (Nowak 1977b). It is also assumed that essence is change- 
able and the aim of the theoretical sciences is not onły to study 
all the factors determining this essence but also to know the rules 
of ‘underlying movement’, i.e. the rules governing changes in the 
essences of phenomena. Starting from this ontological vision of 
reality, the general principle of explanation through the building 
of idealised theories has been formulated. It has been assumed 
that the discovery of essential factors determining the course of 


232 


THEORY IN POLISH ARCHAEOLOGY 1960-90 


events may be possible only on the basis of assumptions concern- 
ing the łack of interference from all the factors involved except 
one. Such a first stage is followed by a gradual consideration of all 
other factors and their influences, until a factual law is formulated 
concerning the specific situation and involving a unique configur- 
ation of all the determinant factors (Nowak 1975; Henneberg et 
al. 1978; Kobyliński 1981a). In this way every individual event is 
at the same time unique and typical, a manifestation of certain 
detectable regularities. 

The problem of determinism vs. indeterminism in social reality 
has also been discussed (Kobyliński 1981b; Urbańczyk 1981a). It 
has been proposed that it is not necessary for scientific theories 
describing social phenomena to consist of deterministic laws, or 
of laws stating a probability close to 1. Such a theory can be built 
from selective-adaptational laws, as in contemporary interpret- 
ations of Marxian historical materialism (Klawiter 1974). The 
thesis of human activity (Topolski 1973a) or creativity (Sztompka 
1981) is the fundamental paradigm for the contemporary Polish 
interpretation of Marxian theory in the social and historical 
sciences. The famous statement by Marx in the Eighteenth Bru- 
maire of Louis Bonaparte is apposite here: 'People themselves 
make their own history, but they do not make it freely.” Russell 
made the similar statement: 'We can do as we please, but we 
cannot please as we please.’ Human individuals are active subjects 
of history and objective reality does not impose on them directly, 
does not determine ready solutions, but selects these solutions 
indirectly. Human activity therefore has a dual nature. [r involves 
subjective senses and objective results, determined by actual pat- 
terns of socio-economic relations (Zak 1975). Tracing human 
activity has been recognised as a principal guideline for the study 
of prehistory (e.g. Zak 1977b). 

Moreover, the structure of the social world consists of several 
emergent levels: the level of individuals, the level of small social 
groups with face-to-face relationships, and the macro-structural 
level of great social systems (Szmatka 1980). Even if individual 
human behaviour is not externally determined, we cannot assume 
a macro-indeterminism of social processes, because the 
macro-social level is not only the simple aggregate of individual 
behaviours (Amsterdamski 1983). Human individuals participate 
in many small social groups at a time, and knowledge about 
possible patterns of behaviour is determined by this participation. 
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Some examples of the application of such a selective-adap- 
tational version of Marxist theory of the origins of cultural 
phenomena (with special attention paid to the functional-genetic 
model of explanation proposed by J. Plechanov) have been pre- 
sented in Polish archaeology. For example, there has been 
reference to the problem of the origins of a consistent style of 
artistic objects as a result of the assimilation of multi-directional 
influences (Kobylińska 1981), and to the phenomenon of the sem- 
antisation of an artefact which has a primary techno-utilitarian 
function (Kobyliński 1988d). In Plechanov's concept, if in a given 
socio-economic system U there appears a positively evaluated cir- 
cumstance $ constantly produced by phenomenon Z, then Z is 
considered as a natural symptom of $ and is used in U to com- 
municate or manifest S, its properties being held in common 
and aesthetically associated. His theory is a good example of the 
adaptational and statistical nature of the Marxist approach to the 
explanation of cultural phenomena. Another example is the adap- 
tational reconstruction of Engels's conception of primitive societ- 
ies as determined by life reproduction patterns rather than by 
economic production (Burbelka 1980), and the consequent attempt 
to formulate a separate historical materialistic theory of ‘tribal 
formation”. 

When discussing the ‘hypothetistic’ or ‘naturalistic’ concept of 
theorisation in archaelogy it has been argued (Tabaczynski 1984: 
244; 1985a: 179) that theory should involve reflection on the 
‘context of discovery’. This means that theory has not yet 
described how the archaeologist formulates laws, what is the inspi- 
ration in modelling the factors describing the essence of studied 
phenomena (this question is clearly present in the works of Zak 
and his students). Like Lewis Binford, some Polish scholars 
accepted the thesis that the source of theoretical assumption is 
unimportant (Piontek 1982), Others have argued that the student 
of the past must not use the image of the world shaped in contem- 
porary European culture to reconstruct conditions of past 
phenomena, because different axiologic and ontologic prospects 
prevailed (e.g. Kobylińska and Kobyliński 1985). It has been 
stressed that the construction of theory and models should be 
preceded by a phase of ethno-archaeological study of the phenom- 
ena in question. This idea has resulted in renewed interest in the 
probłem of using ethnographic analogies in archaeological reason- 
ing (Kobyliński 1981a; 1985; Kozłowski 1979; Posern-Zieliński 
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and Ostoja-Zagörski 1977; Prinke 1973). In particular, the prob- 
lem of the conditions and limits of adequacy of the ethnographi- 
cally derived economic, ecological and demographic models of 
pottery production has been discussed (e.g. Kobylinska and Koby- 
back: 1981, 1982, 1990). 

Increasing interest in the behavioural approach, mainly in Stone 
Age archaeology (e.g. Schild et al. 1975; Schild 1980b; Tomaszew- 
ski 1986) but also in pottery studies (e.g. Buko 1990) and in 
building ecological and demographical models (e.g. Czerniak and 
Piontek 1980a; Henneberg 1975; Henneberg and Ostoja-Zagórski 
1977; Henneberg et al. 1978; Henneberg et al. 1975; Kozłowski 
and Kozłowski 1983; Ostoja-Zagórski 1974; Ostoja-Zagórski and 
Strzatko 1984; Piontek and Czerniak 1981; Piontek 1988) among 
Polish archaeologists can also be seen in the 1970s, to a large 
degree independent of American or British ideas. Settlement stud- 
ies in Polish archaeology have always been influenced by the 
wotks of German archaeologists, particularly Herbert Jankuhn 
and the group gathered around the journal Archaeologia Geo- 
grapbica. This approach put particular emphasis on constructing 
settlement maps and relating them (with no discussion of the 
biases inherent in such maps) to the reconstruction of the natural 
environment in prehistory. This conception gave rise to enormous 
projects with the object of cataloguing all the archaeological sites 
in Poland. Extensive theoretical discussions (summarised by Kur- 
natowski 1978; ct. also Kruk 1980) connected with settlement 
archaeołogy dealt with the definition of the subject matter of this 
orientation (namely with the definition of such terms as 'settle- 
ment’ or ‘microregion’). In the early 1980s some new aspects were 
added to these discussions (such as the problem of simulation 
modelling, application of the methods of spatial analysis, sampling 
at the regional and intrasite level, site catchment analysis, etc.) 
under the influence of British and American publications (e.g. 
Dulinicz 1983; Kobyliński 1986, 1987; Kobyliński and Urbańczyk 
1984), but chey have not seriously touched the traditional model 
of settlement studies. Settlement archaeology is therefore still con- 
sidered only an introductory stage of research, the ultimate goal 
of which is to define geographical ranges of socio-cultural systems. 
Analyses of maps are qualitative in nature and ignore the danger 
of identifying the constructed maps with a past socio-cultural 
reality (Dulinicz and Kobyliński 1990). 

In the second half of the 1970s a renewed interest in the theory 
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of archaeological sources became apparent. This subject, as has 
already been noted, was traditionally seen as one of the most 
important, and the main error of the New Archaeology was seen 
to be the lack of discussion of this question (Urbańczyk 1981b). 
The New Archaeology has been termed positivistic because of the 
lack of consideration it gives to the complex nature of processes 
creating the archaeological source. Some of the problems studied 
by Polish archaeologists were: what is the ontological status of 
an archaeological source; how objective is the archaeological 
tecord; what kind and amount of information on the socio-cul- 
turał past is lost during the source-creating processes, etc. 
(Maetzke et al. 1981; Maetzke 1986; Urbańczyk 1981b). During 
this discussion it has been stressed by many scholars that facts 
are co-created by the researcher, and even the archaeological tech- 
niques of excavation are theory-laden (e.g. Czerniak 1985). Again, 
these statements were in large measure stimulated by the opinions 
of theoreticians of history, such as Stanisław Piekarczyk, active 
in the Warsaw University milieu, who stressed that the model 
created by the historian is not onły a model of studied reality, 
but is also a model of his or her own ‘mental template’ (Piekarczyk 
1976; Topolski 1977). Within this framework some attempts were 
recently undertaken to present biases inherent in any classification 
of archaeological data (e.g. Kobyliński 1990; Tomaszewski 1988a). 

This consciousness has led some archaeologists to an idealistic 
position advocating the humanism of archaeology against the tend- 
ency to formalise, quantify and computerise the archaeological 
record. Such a theoretical position is to a large degree a conse- 
quence of the recent ‘discovery’ of phenomenology and hermen- 
eutics by some younger archaeologists in Poland (e.g. Lichy 1988; 
Makiewicz and Prinke 1981; Maryniak 1986; Posern-Zieliński 
1982). However, Polish philosophers and historians had shown 
that some specifically humanist interpretation (i.e. one taking the 
premise that people’s behaviour is rational and based on their 
knowledge, see Kmita 1971; Topolski 1973b) is not necessarily 
incompatible with the explanations used in the natural sciences, 
or calling it ‘understanding’, as opposed to ‘explanation’ (Nowak 
1978; Topolski 1978: 8-34). The neurophysiological theory of two 
modes of thinking — analogic or preverbal, and categorical or 
abstract, hemispherically localised and with completely different 
characteristics (see Beck 1978) — has also been used as an argument 
against hermeneutical insight (Kobyliński 1989). According to this 
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concept, all study of the meaning of past cultural phenomena 
should take account of the continuous transition away from a 
preponderantly analogical, and towards a preponderantly abstract, 
mode of thinking in humans, as a result of the evolution of the 
functional asymmetry of brain hemispheres due to social training. 
Consequently, although a modern person is still capable of sym- 
bolic thinking, the historical process of evolution of thought 
makes it impossible to "understand? past symbols (Kobyliński 
1988c). It is, rather, structural semiotics which gives archaeologists 
guidelines for interpreting the culturally meaningful remains of 
past societies (Augustynowicz 1988). 

Polish ethnography and archaeology ‘discovered’ structuralism 
in the 1970s, following the translation of books by Claude Lévi- 
Strauss and members of the Soviet semiotic school from Tartu 
(e.g. Zalizniak et al. 1977). The discovery brought a real change 
to the way of doing ethnography in Poland (e.g. Wasilewski 1980; 
Stomma 1986). So far there have been few attempts to apply 
these methodologies to the studies of archaeological remains (e.g. 
Tomicki 1974; Kobyliński 1988d), although some research pro- 
grammes have been published (e.g. Horbacz and Lechowicz 1981; 
Kobyliński 1988c). According to some authors, an archaeological 
source belongs generally if not exclusively among those sources 
which can be defined as direct, not addressed, and must not 
be included in the category of signs (Negroni Catacchio 1986). 
According to many others, even an artefact with primary techno- 
utilitarian functions bears semiotic information and may be open 
to cultural interpretation. Theory and methods for studying such 
cognitive prehistoric systems were discussed during a conference 
in Warsaw in 1982, organised by archaeologists of the youngest 
generation (Kobyliński et al. 1988). So far, the phenomenological 
approach, whose main influence is Eliade, prevails in Polish works 
in 'comparative symbology”. This approach has produced inven- 
tories of (essentially or only superficially) sımilar material symbols 
in various regions and varıous cultures in the search for universal 
archetypes (e.g. Krzak 1985), rather than studies attempting to 
understand the contextual meanıng of partıcular symbolic systems. 

A very ımportant Polish contribution to studies of cognitive 
systems is the theory of polysemantisation of cultures, in which 
the Polish philosopher and writer Stanisław Lem (1965; see also 
Piekarczyk 1972) has shown that it is naive to think that in a 
complex community only one semiotic system would have oper- 
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ated at one time. In previous archaeological literature this problem 
was often neglected, which produced socio-cultural models of past 
reality which were completely non-historical (Urbańczyk 1981b). 
The question of the initial moment of the process of cultural 
polysemantisation has been the subject of interest particularly for 
Tabaczyński (e.g. 1987: 73-9), who would tend to place it as early 
as the neolithic in Central Europe. 

Quite a new area of theoretical research in Polish archaeology 
is what we could call ‘sociology’, or even ‘psychology of knowl- 
edge”. The influence of the archaeologist's own value system on 
his or her statements and theories had already been indicated (e.g. 
Kloska 1977; Kobyliński and Połubińska 1982), but important 
developments stimulating reflection on the extra-archaeological — 
both philosophical and commonsensical — factors conditioning our 
archaeological theories have come only recently from the post- 
processual trends abroad. A paper on ‘Neolithic chauvinism’ in 
northern Norwegian archaeology (Olsen 1988) inspired studies 
on ‘Mesolithic chauvinism’ in Polish theories of neolithisation 
(Tomaszewski 1988b, 1991). Studies of the images of man in 
various archaeological theories and their commonsense basis were 
undertaken recently by Stoczkowski (1990) under the inspiration 
of J.-P. Gardin, his university tutor and adviser. I would expect 
more works of this type to appear soon, especially ones revealing 
the external ideological and political sources of images of the past 
created in East European archaeologies after the last war. 


Conclusion 


There are various theoretical orientations, more or less self-con- 
scious, in the Polish archaeological milieu at present. Following 
the recent dramatic political changes in Poland and the whole of 
Eastern Europe one could predict that the importance of Marxist 
orientations, no longer supported by official ideology, would dim- 
inish significantly. However, I would rather suggest an opposite 
scenario. Free from the hated compulsory ideology which pre- 
vented any serious interest in Marxist philosophy, Polish archaeol- 
ogists will now be able to explore Marxian theory dispassionately. 

In any case, despite many differences, what unites structural 
semiotics and phenomenology with dialectical Marxism is an onto- 
logical perspective which, contrary to neopositivism, treats the 
superficial layer of reality which is accessible to direct archaeolog- 
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ical observation, as a particular sign of a hidden structure, which 
should be the actual object of study. 

Thus Polish archaeology, or rather its small, most conscious 
part, regardless of its Marxist or structuralist orientation, rejects 
the ‘colloquial’, commonsense understanding of the object of per- 
ception of the discipline. According to Polish philosophers, 
making this rejection is a sign that it has crossed the threshold 
which leads to a really theoretical science. 


Note 


1. I wish to thank Ian Hodder both for the inspiration for this chapter 
and for his helpful suggestions on an earlier draft. 
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RECENT THEORETICAL 
ACHIEVEMENTS IN 
PREHISTORIC 
ARCHAEOLOGY IN 
CZECHOSLOVAKIA 


Evzen Neustupny 


It is rather difficult to talk about a theoretical debate in an archaeo- 
logical community where theoretical issues are rarely formulated 
other than in conjunction with practical questions. Yet, any kind 
of enquiry is always accompanied by some sort of theory and 
methodology, even if they are not expressed in theoretical works. 
Another aspect of the theoretical debate is connected with the 
interpretation of the concept of theory. There has been a tendency 
recently to narrow this concept down to the most general, more 
or less philosophical, level. My conception is much broader: 
archaeological theory is constituted by any set of general state- 
ments concerning any level of archaeological enquiry.’ 

Turning to Czechoslovakia, it might be useful to characterise 
in brief the situation in archaeological theory prior to the 1960s. 
The first half of this century was dominated by what I call typo- 
logical paradigms; more specifically, these took one of the follow- 
ing forms: either Montelius's typology, or the diffusionism derived 
from the Vienna culture-historical school, or Kossinna in a mild, 
non-aggressive form. Some archaeologists used an eclectic mixture 
of more than one variant of the typological paradigm (see Neus- 
tupny 1976). 

Events of the 1940s had revolutionised the intellectual atmos- 
phere in Czechoslovakia. First, there was the war, which upset 
accepted values, and was followed by two years of rapid social 
development which inevitably affected archaeology. Archaeol- 
ogists were unanimous in the belief that their science was part of 
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history, and that archaeological finds should bear on more ques- 
tions than formal typological classification (e.g. Böhm 1953; Filip 
1953). The typological paradigm, however, was far from being 
abandoned: new questions and new attitudes emerged, but nobody 
knew how to answer them on the basis of archaeological finds. 

I should like to stress two other interesting facts. The first is 
that unlike most of their West European colleagues, Czechoslovak 
archaeologists have taken intensive philosophy courses. These uni- 
versity courses were compulsory, and comprised lectures in Marx- 
ist philosophy (including epistemology and what could be 
described as the most general level of theoretical sociology), 
detailed study of selected works by Marx and Engels, and further 
reading of philosophical literature, mainly in translation from Rus- 
sian. Virtually every archaeologist of the middle and younger 
generations has undergone a similar training in political economy. 

Another influence was the Soviet archaeological and ethno- 
graphical literature which was widely studied in Czechoslovakia 
in the 1950s. This literature, study of which was also compulsory, 
presented many questions concerning economics, social relations, 
prehistoric religion, etc. The solutions given were mostly deduct- 
ions from the general theory but this made archacologists aware 
that such questions could be asked, and some colleagues tried to 
make their own conclusions on the basis of their finds. 

Thus, at the beginning of the 1960s, Czechoslovak archaeol- 
ogists were equipped with several of the areas of the theoretical 
knowledge they would need to devise a new framework: the basics 
of philosophy, economics and epistemology, general sociological 
theory, and a new set of questions produced by this theory. This 
is not to say that everybody used their non-archaeological training 
when approaching their finds. One of the main reasons for this 
‘failure’ was the fact that there was no acceptable theory on a 
level immediately applicable to archaeological finds. The general 
philosophical theory was conceptually too distant, and its appli- 
cations almost exclusively concerned with modern history, a con- 
ceptually different field. 

I will now discuss my personal way out of the typological 
paradigm since in my own case I can describe not only the results 
but perhaps also the motivation. I shall return to the attempts 
made by other Czechoslovak archaeologists later. In my thesis, 
"The beginnings of patriarchy in Central Europe’ (presented 1964, 
published 1967), I started from the question of what was the 
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decisive development in the economy of the aeneolithic period (as 
opposed to the preceding neolithic). I asked how this development 
(which turned out to be the plough) influenced aeneolithic co- 
operation, Various forms of the division of labour, exchange and 
ownership. Then I considered the problem of how che relations 
of production determined the concrete configuration of natural 
communities, local communities and patriarchy (the term I used 
to denote the social system of the prehistoric communities of 
Central Europe in the aeneolithic period). At the end of my thesis 
I traced the changes that had taken place in this social system 
during the succeeding Bronze Age and the beginning of the Iron 
Age. I used a modelling method which seemed to me the only 
one capable of bridging the gap between the dead, static system 
of the archaeological record on the one hand, and the dynamic 
system of the living prehistoric societies on the other. My work 
was well received and many later papers and books published in 
Czechoslovakia followed the same line of thought, at least in some 
areas (Pleslovå-Stikovå 1972; Pleiner and Rybovå 1978; Zåkladné 
1978; Pleiner 1979; Bátora 1982; Ozdáni 1986). 

Prior to this work I published, together with my father Jifi 
Neustupny, a survey of the prehistory of Czechoslovakia, in the 
Peoples and Places series (Neustupny and Neustupny 1961). In a 
sense, and in some areas, it anticipated my “Beginnings of patri- 
archy’ but being based predominantly on records worked on 
within the typological paradigm, it appeared somewhat dogmatic 
in certain places. The impression of dogmatism was a consequence 
of the lack of the appropriate analytical and synthetical methods 
necessary to process archaeological records before they can be 
compared to the models. I therefore studied statistics and infor- 
mation theory intensively, feeling that mathematics was crucial in 
this task. At that time I was unaware of the advances in numerical 
taxonomy, seriation, matrix analysis, factor analysis and other 
multivariate methods. It was only in the late 1960s that I came 
across the early works of the New Archaeologists and the early 
papers by David Clarke and Colin Renfrew. I immediately realised 
that I had found what I was looking for. I learned how to pro- 
gramme computers, experimenting a lot with various multivariate 
methods, mainly from the factor analysis family (Neustupny 
1973a, 1973b, 1973c, 1978a, 1978b, 1979, etc.). Although I soon 
noticed that these methods had their own problems, I still consider 
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them to be appropriate in many instances for the recovery of the 
structure of the archaeological record. 

I have so far concentrated mainly on my personal approach to 
archaeological theory and method. There were, however, other 
archaeologists in Czechoslovakia at the same time who were also 
trying to pose new questions and solve them by new methods. 
They often met with similar obstacles to mine: the methods avail- 
able were not sufficient to tackle important problems and could 
provide only half instead of two-thirds of the solutions. A strong 
theory-conscious group concentrated around the Bylany project 
(B. Soudsky, I Pavlå, M. Zåpotockå, J. Rulf, M. Zåpotocky) and 
many archaeologists in Prague and Nitra also tried their luck in 
the field of theory and method. I shall try to sort out their efforts 
according to the questions they were dealing with. 

Interest in general problems of archaeological theory and 
method was not widespread (J. Neustupny et al. 1960; E. Neus- 
tupny 1971, 1986a; several authors in Zåkladné 1978; Pleiner and 
Rybovå 1978; Malina 1981). The first group of problems fre- 
quently discussed concerned prehistoric economy. It was recog- 
nised that agriculture had been of prime importance ever since the 
neolithic period, and that the study of agriculture could not be 
equated with the description of agricultural tools, remains of culti- 
vated plants and bones of domestic animals. Patterns of land use 
and quantitative relations within prehistoric agriculture became 
equally, if not more, interesting. Following the pioneering papers 
by J. Kudrnáč (1958, 1961, 1962) there have been many other 
studies, some of them quite recent (E. Neustupny 1967, 1969b, 
1985; Soudsky and Pavlå 1972; Pleiner and Rybovå 1978; 
Beranovå 1980, 1986, 1987; Rulf 1981; Waldhauser and Holodñäk 
1984; Peske 1985, 1987; Peëke and Tintéra 1985; Holodńak 1987). 
The problem of nutrition is closely related (J. Neustupny 1952; 
Rulf 1981; Beranovå 1981; E. Neustupny and Dvofåk 1983; Vencl 
1985). 

Prehistoric agriculture, however, cannot be effectively studied 
without some knowledge of the quantitative aspects of prehistoric 
communities and without taking into account the space in which 
prehistoric peasants lived and worked. Demographic interests 
appear natural in this context (Stloukal 1962, 1964, 1985; Buchval- 
dek 1974; Strouhal 1978; Cilinská and Wolska 1979; Waldhauser 
1979; Rulf 1979; E. Neustupny 1981a, 1982, 1983a, 1983b; Furm- 
anek and Stloukai 1985; Holodńak 1987), as well as studies of the 
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natural environment (Pavik 1976, 1982; Rulf 1979, 1983, 1986; 
Peske 1981; Bouzek 1982; Zåpotockå 1982; E. Neustupny 1985). 
The latter topic, of course, cannot be confined to the problem of 
adaptation to the natural conditions of living; it also involves 
changes in these conditions brought by the activities of prehistoric 
people (Lozek 1981, 1982; Opravil 1983; E. Neustupny 1985, 
1987). Structured exploitation of space by individual communities 
has recently emerged as an important point at issue not only 
theoretically (Soudsky 1973; E. Neustupny 1986b) but also in 
connection with the study of selected microregions (Soudsky and 
Pavlå 1972; Zåpotocky 1982; Pavluå 1983; Waldhauser 1984; Smrz 
1986, 1987; Velimsky 1986; Kuna and Slabina 1988). On the one 
hand, the study has been made possible by the remarkable density 
of prehistoric sites in Czechoslovakia; on the other hand, it is the 
result of large-scale rescue excavations sometimes covering several 
square kilometres. Some of the extensive excavations of settlement 
sites made it possible to approximate their internal structure 
(Soudsky and Pavlå 1972; Pavlå 1977, 1983; Pavlü et al. 1986; 
Turkovå and Kuna 1987; Pleinerovå and Hrala 1988; Dreslerovå- 
Turkovå 1988). The advances made in the fields described above 
were facilitated by the work of many natural scientists who have 
been studying, often for decades, various ecofacts from archaeolo- 
gical excavations. 

Non-agricultural production also received much attention. Our 
study of the extraction of raw materials has made some progress. 
Prehistoric quarzite mines have been uncovered but so far unsatis- 
factorily published (E. Neustupny 1966; Zebera 1966; Fridrich 
1972). Quarries yielding stone for neolithic bracelets and aeneoli- 
thic axes have been identified (Fridrich and Kovåfik 1980; Zåpo- 
tockå 1984), as have traces of the mining of copper ores in the 
mountains of Slovakia (Točík and Bublová 1985). Some evidence 
in this field has been obtained in Bohemia (Cujanovå and Prokop 
1968; Waldhauser 1985). Places for the extraction of the raw 
material for the production of querns have also been uncovered 
(Fridrich 1972; Waldhauser 1981). 

Functional analysis of both the chipped and polished stone 
artefacts has been used (Vencl 1960, 1961, 1970; Svoboda 1985). 
Much effort has been devoted to the study of the technological 
aspects of iron production (Pleiner 1958, 1962, 1982) and sophisti- 
cated methods have been applied successfully to the study of 
prehistoric pottery (Pelikan 1961; Bareś and Lićka 1976; Weber 
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and Šebela 1976; Lička and Bares 1979; Bares et al. 1982; Saldova 
1981). 

All the studies concerned with non-agricultural production are 
of considerable consequence. If they are to testify to the state of 
prehistoric societies, however, it is necessary to formulate the 
implications in the relations of production, ı.e. to determine 
exactly how the changes in technology affected concrete forms of 
co-operation, division of labour, exchange and ownership. No 
innovation in the sphere of the production of material goods, 
agricultural or other, can have a direct impact on a prehistoric 
community; it is always through the relations of production that 
this impact occurs. These relations, however, and their patterning 
have rarely been discussed (E. Neustupny 1967; Furmanek 1973; 
Furmanek, Bånesz, S. Dušek, M. Dušek, Benadik, Miros$ayovå, 
and Demeterovå in Zåkladné 1978). This is not surprising con- 
sidering that the direct connection between technology and social 
organisation was often believed to be natural within materialisti- 
cally orientated archaeological theory. 

It is, of course, possible to describe changes in prehistoric societ- 
ies as they appear in the archaeological record or as they can be 
inferred from written documents. This method, a more or less 
inductive procedure, has often been used by Czechoslovak archae- 
ologists, just as it is by their colleagues throughout the world. 
Their attention has concentrated on two highly suitable topics, 
hill-forts (J. Neustupny 1968; Saldovä 1977; Filip 1978; Motykovä 
et al. 1984) and cemeteries (Pleinerovå 1959; Zåpotocky 1964; 
Bouzek et al. 1966; Koutecký 1968; Pavúk 1972; Duëekovä 1973, 
1977; Čižmář 1972; Furmånek 1973, 1977; Sankot 1978; Wald- 
hauser 1978; E. Neustupny 1978a, 1978b; Bouzek and Koutecky 
1980; Bujna 1982; Båtora 1982; Nevizånsky 1984, 1985a, 1985b; 
Gojda 1984; Ozdåni 1986; Bouzek 1986; Matousek 1987). Com- 
paratively few archaeologists used finds from settlement sites for 
this purpose or combined more groups of records (E. Neustupny 
and J. Neustupny 1961; MaSek 1961; Soudsky 1966; Pleiner and 
Rybová 1978; Pleiner 1979; Salaš 1985). The hill-forts have often 
been taken to imply some kind of ‘higher’ social organisation 
because of the communal work which must have been invested in 
the building of ramparts, ditches, etc. This is no doubt true but, at 
the same time, it is a very abstract model. Similarly, the cemeteries 
disclose social ‘differentiation’ as there are differences in the wealth 
of grave goods and the arrangement of mortuary monuments. It 
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has been believed that ‘logical’ inference can lead to inductively 
built theory. However, because no strict induction is able to lead 
to non-formal solutions, one always has to use a stipulative model 
from which some measure of knowledge is deduced. The success 
of such descriptions then depends on which model has been used; 
if the model is abstract (i.e. poorly specified), then the knowledge 
generated by archaeological ‘facts’ will be equally poor. 

From my point of view, archaeological artefacts (and the higher 
artefactual entities) express certain functions, meanings and sig- 
nificances which they had in the living prehistoric society (E. 
Neustupny 1986a). Most artefacts have at the same time both a 
function and a meaning and/or significance. Function can be 
defined as the relation of the individual to his or her natural 
environment. Meaning reflects the relation of one person to 
another (or a group of people to another group). The significance 
of an artefact reflects the relation of its producer or user to a 
segment of his or her consciousness. The latter aspect, i.e. signifi- 
cance, has rarely been studied in detail (Soudsky and Pavlå 1966; 
Salkovsky 1980; Oliva 1985; Kuna 1986, 1988), but many remarks 
in literature show that it was not completely unknown (e.g. Zåpo- 
tocky 1966 in relation to the aeneolithic battleaxes). Unusual forms 
of graves have often been explained as symbolising the outstanding 
position of the deceased within his or her community, neolithic 
figurines symbolised the importance of the idea of fertility, early 
La Tene non-geometrical style distinguished its proprietors from 
the rest of the society that still lived in the ‘geometrical’ world 
typical since the neolithic period (E. Neustupny and [. Neustupny 
1961). All these, however, were marginal notes, not to be com- 
pared to what has become known as symbolic archaeology 1n the 
last decade or so. 

It is rather difficult to discover theoretical innovations in the 
field of studies orientated historically, i.e. towards either the his- 
tory of ethnic groups or the history of artefact types. The impact 
of tradition was very strong: migrationist and diffusionist 
approaches predominated. Detailed chronologies of the neolithic 
and aeneolithic periods, both relative and absolute, have already 
prepared the way for future change, and the same is now true for 
most other subperiods of prehistory. Like several other archaeol- 
ogists, I have hardly missed an opportunity to argue against 
migrations. The demographic approach to migrations has now 
obtained its theoretical basis (E. Neustupny 1981a, 1982, 1983a) 


254 


PREHISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGY IN CZECHOSLOVAKIA 


but a switch to new attitudes can hardly be made without more 
interest in explaining the change in artefacts in terms of social 
factors. 

In the post-war period there was little interest in the Indo- 
European question, but at least two attempts have been made. 
One of them is a development of traditional views (Pleiner and 
Rybovå 1978), the other has been based on the continuity/disconti- 
nuity model (E. Neustupny 1961; J. Neustupny 1966, 1968, 1976). 
This model does not try to equate languages and ethnic groups 
with specific archaeological culture groups or even with individual 
types of artefacts; what it attempts is to identify, on the basis of 
detailed knowledge of the past culture, periods of continuous 
development and periods of disconunuity. Cultural contnuity 
over large areas can be explained in ethnic terms. There were, 
however, many attempts at solving particular problems within the 
Indo-European question by concentrating on the origin and later 
displacements of Celts, Scythians, Thracians, Dacians and Ger- 
manic tribes. Solutions proposed were mostly based on the con- 
sideration of art styles, religions (mainly grave rituals) and artefact 
typology. As these questions were not treated as theoretical, I do 
not consider it necessary to discuss them in any detail. True, there 
was an unexpressed, maybe even unconscious, theoretical basis 
ultimately going back to Kossinna but the form in which these 
‘theories’ were proposed was pragmatic. It should perhaps be 
made clear at this point that Czechoslovak prehistoric archaeol- 
ogists (with very few exceptions) never indulged in the kind of 
speculation which tries to prove that one or another nation, ethnic 
or language group was ‘original’ somewhere, or even superior to 
somebody. Consequently, the crisis of Kossinna's paradigm was 
different in Czechoslovakia from other Central European coun- 
tries where it caused a general retreat from any theoretical topic. 
Yet concern with migrations as the only explanatory principle was 
generally taken for granted. 

Discussions about methodological questions in the 1960s were 
still largely concerned with traditional problems such as the nature 
of typological change, the definition of traditional archaeological 
entities (phases, culture groups, cultures, etc.), the reconstruction 
of relative sequences, etc. (J. Neustupny 1960, 1961b; J. Neus- 
tupny et al. 1960). One group of archaeologists continued to take 
their work in this direction even in later years (see some of the 
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contributions in Bouzek and Buchvaldek 1971, Pleiner and 
Rybovå 1978, Toëik 1978, etc.). 

There was, however, an ever-growing interest in ecofacts and 
the natural properties of artefactual entities. Thus, for example, 
the very first calibration of archaeological radiocarbon dates was 
devised in Czechoslovakia (Bucha and Neustupny 1967; E. Neus- 
tupny 1968, 1969a). Interest in archaeomagnetic dating (Bucha 
1965, 1967; Bucha and Neustupny 1969) and geochemical and 
geophysical prospecting also started early (Pelikan 1955; Linington 
1970) and was widely applied later (see many contributions in the 
volume Geofyzika a archeologie 1983; Tirpåk 1983; Bålek et al. 
1986), sometimes with significant refinements (Majer 1984). Proba- 
bilistic sampling and planning of excavations on probabilistic 
grounds followed later (E. Neustupny 1973c, 1984a). There was 
also interest in archaeoastronomy (Pleslovå et al. 1980; E. Neus- 
tupny 1984b). This did not, of course, mean any deep changes in 
archaeology from the theoretical point of view but it was often 
just in these spheres that new questions arose and helped to 
undermine the typological paradigm. At least, it became more and 
more difficult to ignore the existence of the many kinds of ecofacts 
and the existence of radiocarbon dates. 

Several authors expressed their views on various transformations 
turning the living prehistoric culture into an archaeological record. 
In some cases the existence of transformations just satisfied the 
need to express the idea that 'nothing is as simple as you believe” 
but in others it served as the starting point for the archaeological 
method, ie. it demonstrated the necessity of modelling (Vencl 
1968; E. Neustupny 1981b, 1986a, 1987; Beneś 1989). 

The problem of databases was tackled for the first time by B. 
Soudsky at Bylany as early as the 1960s, and the work was con- 
tinued by I. Pavlå so that a computerised database for that rich 
site has now become available. Theoretical considerations on the 
same problem were discussed by a group of archaeologists in 
Moravia (Podborsky et al. 1977; Salaš 1984). A general purpose 
database for Slovakia is available on a computer in Nitra and other 
similar ventures are in preparation. 

Another line of research in methodology was concerned with 
mathematical methods. These methods were viewed not only as a 
means of grasping the quantitative aspect of the archaeological 
record but mainly as procedures able to reveal the formal structure 
of finds. In addition to methods of mathematical statistics there 
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were plenty of others, mostly of a multivariate nature, based on 
graph theory, linear algebra, probability theory, systems theory, 
etc. Many of them have been tried in Czechoslovakia in connec- 
tion with concrete archaeological records and most of them suc- 
cessfully (Neustupny 1973a, 1973b, 1973c, 1978a, 1978b, 1979; 
Pavlå 1977; Pleinerovå and Pavlü 1979; Eisler et al. 1981, O. 
Soudsky 1981, 1986; Bialekovå and Tirpåkovå 1983; Pavlå et al. 
1986; Turkovå and Kuna 1987; Dreslerovå-Turkovå 1988). The 
indisputable fact that their impact upon Czechoslovak archaeology 
as a whole has been small can be explained as follows: once the 
methods had been successfully applied in a limited number of 
cases, their possibilities remained unexploited by other specialists 
who either did not understand them properły and were not willing 
to use a ‘black box’, or just did not consider them necessary for 
solving their problems rooted in the typological paradigm. 

Most mathematical procedures are exploited in the stage of 
the archaeological method which I denote as synthesis of formal 
structures. As soon as such structures are found (irrespective of 
what kind of procedures, traditional or mathematical, have been 
used), the stage of their interpretation or explanation follows. In 
my opinion, this should be done by modelling, i.e. by comparing 
the structures with archaeological models derived in the long run 
from some kind of living reality such as described by ethnography, 
history, etc. Although I applied modelling as early as 1964 (E. 
Neustupny 1967), its more detailed description has been made 
only recently (E. Neustupny 1986a). I believe that an archaeolog- 
icał model should take the form of a theory, but one that can be 
used to interpret archaeological structures. Consequently, a model 
can have several variants. If it proves only partially compatible 
with the structures, it can be supplemented or progressively modi- 
fed until a better fit is achieved. Thus, a model is not just a 
collection of isolated hypotheses arrived at randomly, but an 
internally structured system of logically deduced theses. Only 
when successfully tested against the corresponding formal struc- 
tures does it become part of the theory of a segment of prehistoric 
reality. Clearly, models differ from ethnographic analogies which 
are concrete, historically conditioned pieces of knowledge about 
ethnographic societies. Yet ethnographic or historical analogies 
still prevail in the attempts at interpreting archaeological finds in 
Czechoslovak archaeology (Beranova 1980, 1987; Vencl 1984, 
1985; Bouzek and Koutecky 1980; Oliva 1985, etc.). 
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It should be noted, at least briefly, that apart from ethnography, 
history, ethno-archaeology, etc., experimental archaeology also 
provides material for building up models. It has found several 
adherents in Czechoslovakia (Pleiner 1961; Malina 1980; Beranovå 
1981, 1987; Peske and Tintéra 1985; Pleinerovå 1986; Peske 1987; 
Pleinerovå and Neustupny 1987). Quantitative aspects of models, 
whether synchronic or diachronic, have been studied by means of 
mathematical modelling — rather simple at the beginning of the 
period covered by this chapter but more complex in recent years. 
This is a field where much can be expected in the future. The 
first attempts at quantifying variables contained in models derived 
from ethnography and history have been connected with the study 
of prehistoric agriculture (Kudrnać 1962; E. Neustupny 1967; 
Soudsky and Pavlå 1972; Waldhauser and Holodnåk 1984; Holod- 
hak 1987; Peske 1987; etc.); prehistoric demography and related 
questions form another field of study where mathematical model- 
ling had been used more or less successfully (e.g. E. Neustupnÿ 
1983b; Neustupný and Dvořák 1983; Holodňák 1987). 

Summing up the achievements of Czechoslovak archaeologists 
in the theoretical and methodological fields during the last quarter 
of the century and especially in the last decade, I hope not to be 
overoptimistic in stating that a lot of work has been done. It may 
not yet constitute a complete break with the traditional typological 
paradigm (and it is doubtful whether such a break would be 
desirable), but we have certainly reached the take-off point. 

The achievements, however, could not remain unaffected by the 
development of thinking in archaeology in other countries. The 
influences, or diffusion of ideas, bring about more or less the 
same kind of controversy as the influences and diffusion that some 
archaeologists discover in prehistory. No scientific community 
will accept ideas which it considers alien and/or unnecessary. 
There ıs probably one exception: this is the case when the com- 
munity or part of it (such as the youngest generation) wants to 
break with earlier ideas at any cost, usually to challenge a group 
of colleagues. Such a situation has not been typical of Czecho- 
słovakia in the last two decades. 

External influences on archaeology in Czechoslovakia can be 
divided into three currents. The first of these is undoubtedly 
the so-called New Archaeology which appeared attractive mainly 
because of its endeavour to combine new questions with new 
methods. The second current is the so-called behavioural archae- 
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ology which has clearly formulated certain problems connected 
with the opposition of dead and living culture. Such problems 
were not previously unknown in Central Europe, but few archae- 
ologists were able to formulate them as clearly as Schiffer did 
(Schiffer 1976). The third current is only beginning to impinge: it 
is the so-called structural archaeology formulated by some British 
colleagues. We have certainly not paid enough attention to the 
symbolic nature, or what I call the significance, of many artefacts. 

It must be pointed out, however, that most Czechoslovak 
archaeologists have not studied the primary sources of the three 
theoretical currents — partly because of their inaccessibility — and 
have often been limited to secondhand sources. This is mirrored, 
among other things, in the scarcity of references to the works of 
Binford, Renfrew, Clarke, Schiffer, Hodder and their associates. 
It would be, however, an oversimplification to reduce the phenom- 
enon of the non-acceptance of American and British theoretical 
currents in Czechoslovakia to the inaccessibility of publications 
by their representatives. If people really want a book, they usually 
find a way of getting it. In fact, not that many are needed as in 
many cases the ideas expressed by an author in one book tend to 
reappear later, so that the most recent work is usually enough to 
convey his or her principal views. 

Other reasons why these authors have not been accepted cer- 
tainly include language. Czech and Slovak archaeologists who 
entered the discipline in the middle of this century were still 
orientated towards German archaeology which logically brought 
about a preference for German. Although this is rapidly changing 
in favour of English, it is still difficult for many Czechoslovak 
archaeologists to read complicated English texts with any certainty 
of understanding them properly. The problem of insufficient 
knowledge of English 1s compounded by the historical fact that 
in the last five decades Czechoslovak archaeologists have not trav- 
elled to English-speaking countries and have few personal contacts 
with their colleagues living there. 

Then, another closely related problem complicates the situation 
further. The Marxist philosophy, sociology, economics, ethnogra- 
phy and history in which Czechoslovak archaeologists have been 
trained operates within a system of concepts which is often quite 
different from that of their American and British colleagues. Thus 
the problem of understanding is not limited to language: not only 
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the words but even the concepts differ. I will not discuss the 
ideological aspect of accepting a foreign theory. 

Thus, it is certainly not the desire to be original that makes 
archaeologists in some countries appear reticent towards theoreti- 
cal achievements in the English-speaking world. Most archaeol- 
ogists in any case have no theoretical aspirations and a large 
proportion of those who have would probably prefer to join a 
ready-made trend rather than labour to create something different. 
This, I feel, is true in any archaeological community. 

I have given a list of archaeologists of the English-speaking 
countries who are usually accepted as representatives of the post- 
typological paradigm or paradigms. It is widely acknowledged that 
they did not work in a vacuum; in fact, studying their works, 
including the notes and references, reveals a network of 
opponents, predecessors and followers, as well as persons who 
arrived at similar conclusions independently. The last-mentioned 
category is admittedly large in parts of the world where other 
languages are spoken, but its members rarely appear in the biblio- 
graphies of the ‘mainstream’. This is another historical fact which 
has to be accepted. 

In my view, none of the above-mentioned mainstream steps in 
the construction of a new archaeological paradigm is fully accept- 
able in its present form; nor do I believe these steps to be mutually 
exclusive to the extent that some of their proponents hold. But I 
may not be a typical Czechoslovak archaeologist. 


Postscript 1990 


At the beginning of 1990 lan Hodder asked me to bring my 
original manuscript up to date. When I compiled it in 1987, 
Czechoslovakia still lived under a neo-Stalinist regime which 
would not have allowed a critical appraisal of the theoretical 
achievements of Czechoslovak archaeology. In spite of this, I 
decided not to rewrite my contribution in 1990 but to comment 
on it. 

I did not write anything untrue in the original text which 
precedes, but I could not write everything I wanted to without 
running the risk of its being the last thing I would ever write. 

I particularly regret that I could not discuss the content of 
individual theories. This was something reserved for the former 
archaeological bureaucratic elite which was supposed to make its 
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judgements in conformity with Communist Party policy. My dis- 
cussion of these problems would necessarily disclose the inad- 
equacy of the theories concerned, and this would contradict the 
official claim of overall progress. 

I stressed the ideological training that Czechoslovak archaeol- 
ogists received in the 1950s and 1960s. Why has it had such a 
limited effect on archaeological theory? The answer may be that 
the training was on a rather general, often dogmatic, level which 
made it difficult to use in specific instances. Moreover, the official 
‘Marxism’ of that time included many theses based on nineteenth- 
century ethnography (e.g. ‘matriarchy’ as a stage in the develop- 
ment of humankind) which were hardly acceptable to most 
archaeologists but could not be discarded while party ideology 
was in control. 

Surprisingly, political ideology seems not to have influenced the 
development of theory, as very few archaeologists accepted Marx- 
ism as a political theory. Most of them, however, adopted it as 
the one social theory to which they knew no alternative. I remem- 
ber that some of my colleagues were strongly opposed to commu- 
nism as å political doctrine but accepted many of the Marxian 
philosophical theses. This situation lasted until the 1960s. 

Everything changed drastically after the Russian invasion of 
Czechoslovakia in 1968. The state ideology ceased to rely on 
Marxism, which was replaced by a purely political doctrine sup- 
porting the party bureaucracy ideologically. Marxism was still 
taught in schools but nobody believed it any more, so ideological 
pressure was relaxed. This allowed a climate in which an anti- 
theoretical archaeology could flourish. Fortunately, the New 
Archaeology could begin to creep in at that time, although few 
people had the courage to defend it openly. 

Because the new political situation deepened the economic crisis 
of the country, access to new western literature and ‘archaeological 
science’ became very difficult, if not impossible. The regime’s 
tendency to isolate the population from the west put a stop to 
most of the personal contacts between Czechoslovak archaeol- 
ogists and their western colleagues, as only a very special class of 
scientists was allowed to travel more frequently, and even for 
non-scientific reasons. 

Many archaeologists, including the present author, ceased to 
write on theory, concentrating instead on non-theoretical topics: 
theory became dangerous, whether Marxian or not, as it could 
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engender conflict with some segment of the currently valid ideo- 
logical doctrine. 

Some colleagues who have never experienced a totalitarian 
regime may form the impression that I have brought in politics 
unnecessarily. But I would be glad if this were my last contact 
with politics. 


Notes 


1. I am taking this opportunity to present a review of the main theoreti- 
cal and methodological problems discussed by Czechoslovak archae- 
ologists in the last thirty years. I have completely omitted not only 
medieval archaeology (which is not ‘prehistoric’) but palaeolithic stud- 
ies as well. Also, I have concentrated on topics rather than solutions. 
This approach frees me of the need to evaluate individual contri- 
butions, many of which are just buiłding bricks of an as yet unfin- 
ished edifice. This concentration on topics may give a factographic 
appearance to some parts of this chapter but it also allows an insight 
into the wealth of ways in which even a small community can 
approach its territory’s prehistoric past. The number of archaeologists 
in any one community can have an important influence on its theor- 
etical interests: because with a lot of work to be done outside pure 
theory, and a limited number of people involved, we cannot expect 
the field of enquiry to be covered densely (many significant questions 
will not be discussed at all, other problems will receive attention only 
from time to time). Moreover, archaeologists who consider themselves 
historians are usually reluctant to become theoreticians using their 
finds as examples instead of as sources of knowledge. There is also 
a clear dependence between the development of theory and the wealth 
of artefacts found during excavations. It may be no accident that 
major theoretical volumes often appear in countries whose archaeolo- 
gical record is one-sided and comparatively poor. People working in 
areas Where prehistoric finds turn up in great quantities on any 
occasion are usually more inclined to become antiquarians, art his- 
torians and/or positivists. In respect of its wealth of archaeological 
evidence Czechoslovakia occupies a middle position between the 
north and north-west of Europe on the one side and the south-east 
of our subcontinent on the other. 
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
THEORY IN HUNGARY 
SINCE 1960: THEORIES 

WITHOUT THEORETICAL 
ARCHAEOLOGY 


J. Laszlovsky and Cs. Siklódi 


Introduction 


This chapter attempts to offer an outline of the ideas that have 
influenced archaeological theory in Hungary in the past twenty- 
five years." A fully satisfactory review must necessarily include all 
aspects of theoretical writing. It is therefore not enough to empha- 
sise the influence of the New Archaeology or other trends orig- 
inating in the USA. If we only examined this question it would 
suffice to review the academic careers of a few archaeologists, but 
this would definitely lead to one-sided conclusions, and we would 
surely omit important ideas and lose sight of other scholars who 
played a prominent role in Hungarian archaeology. 

The link between political and historical changes in Hungary 
and archaeological theory must definitely be considered (Patterson 
1986: 7-8; Harding 1982: 2-3). These wider social and political 
movements acted not only as background, but in many cases they 
had profound and lasting effects on the social sciences, limiting 
or widening the Lebensraum of academic life. This phenomenon 
is more obvious in Central and Eastern Europe than in the west 
(Szucs 1983: 178-81). 

Scientific ideas at the theoretical level, especially in this part of 
the world, cannot be surveyed in a restricted way. In other words, 
the theories and conceptual frameworks of foreign academic cen- 
tres and their influence cannot be evaluated in themselves. It is 
impossible, for example, to analyse the influence of the neo-Marx- 
ist theories which have made their appearance alongside or in 
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opposition to the New Archaeology without considering what 
kind of picture Hungarian archaeologists had of classical Marxism, 
or whether Marxism had or could ever have been the subject of 
scholarly debate. Similarly, any evaluation must also include a 
discussion of the role played by modern sociology in Hungarian 
archaeology; it must be pointed out that for political reasons 
sociology was exiled from the official scientific disciplines for a 
long time. 

Thus we must go back to the 1950s, because only then can the 
effects of the political changes after 1956 be understood. The direct 
influence of politics on scientific research and on the writings and 
publications of almost every scholar can definitely be demon- 
strated for the dogmatic, Stalinistic period of the 1950s. However, 
the twists and turns of the political situation had their impact not 
only on archaeological theory, but also on the day-to-day life of 
scholarly research. 

The premisses, ideas and theories of international scientific 
research can only hope to influence the scholarly thought and 
literature of a country if it is possible for scholars of that country 
tO participate in international conferences, to study with the aid 
of scholarships in other countries and to have access to the newest 
literature. Therefore consideration must be given to whether Hun- 
garian archaeologists have been able to establish international con- 
tacts of this kind in the past twenty-five years, and whether the 
New Archaeology or any other theory could in fact have reached 
and made an impact on Hungarian scholars at all. 

Aside from these general considerations which are relevant not 
only to Hungary, it is also our purpose to examine other impor- 
tant aspects of Hungarian archaeology. The traditional archaeolog- 
ical schools of most European countries generally emerged around 
local museums or universities, and sooner or later they usually 
began to follow one particular methodological approach and theor- 
etical framework: at the same time scientific discussions between 
these schools became one of the most important fields of scholarly 
life. 

However, this was less significant in Hungary because scholarly 
debates generally tend to be among individuals rather than 
between long-standing scholarly centres. This state of affairs is 
also reflected in the university training of archaeologists. As a 
consequence, the ideas of leading archaeologists became authoritat- 
ive in university courses, and their view on the New Archaeology, 
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for example, shaped the outlook of a whole generation of archaeol- 
ogists. This became even more conspicuous when the results of 
foreign research found their way to a wider circle of Hungarian 
archaeologists through exactly the same university lecturers. The 
archaeological and historical libraries in Hungary faced great fin- 
ancial difficulties in acquiring the newest scholarly literature, and 
thus the private libraries of prominent scholars built up. Thus 
international personal contacts played a significant, mediatory role 
in the spread and possible acceptance of new ideas. 


Archaeological theory since the 1950s: the indigenous 
tradition 


Hungarian archaeology has traditionally been strongly influenced 
by German schools. This can be observed both in the methodolog- 
ical literature and in the system of university training. There were 
signs of Hungarian archaeological schools between the two world 
wars, one in Budapest with a strong predilection rowards Classical 
archaeology and the other in Szeged, with an emphasis on the 
excavation of prehistoric and medieval sites and archaeological 
minutiae in fieldwork (Banner 1961; Oroszlån 1966; Csorba 
1969-70). From a theoretical point of view, however, both 
‘schools’ shared an infatuation with typological studies and 
explanatory frameworks steeped in positivism and culture history 
(Tompa 1932). 

A strong Soviet influence began to dominate the scene from the 
late 1940s and particularly from the 1950s, and this had little, if 
any, intellectual ancestry in Hungary. Following the fundamental 
political changes in the country after the Second World War, 
Marxism became the official ideology, and archaeological studies 
were affected. Marxism basically meant vulgar Marxism in the 
dogmatic Stalinist period of the 1950s, when the entire theory was 
reduced simply to the tenet of class struggle and the relationship 
between base and superstructure. 

It must none the less be emphasised that only a small portion 
of archaeological works published during this period is character- 
ised by this obligatory theorising. Most publications followed the 
theoretical principles of the former literature with some kind of 
ideological garnish. It was a general practice in archaeological 
articles written according to the traditional framework that Marx- 
ism only appeared in the form of periodic and mostly non sequitur 
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quotes from Marx and Engels. Hungarian archaeologists hoped in 
this way to avoid the pitfalls of the officially controlled ideology, 
but this resulted, almost undetectably, in archaeological interpret- 
ation becoming extremely one-sided. Although Hungarian archae- 
ology was not forced into the frame of the Russian type of ‘history 
of material culture’, archaeological materials were very often used 
to support the idea of a simplified evolutionary process in the 
social organisation. 

This vulgar approach to history had yet another influence on 
archaeology, namely that theoretical issues were avoided and most 
studies were restricted to descriptions of excavations and cata- 
logues of their finds. No archaeological book discussing theoretical 
questions has been published in Hungary in the past twenty- 
five or thirty years, and the Régészeti Kézikönyv (‘Handbook of 
archaeology’) published in 1954 is little more than a compendium 
of practical advice for would-be archaeologists lacking any kind 
of theoretical digressions (Banner et al. 1954). Only plans for the 
publication of a more theoretical series of archaeological hand- 
books, with each volume designed to cover a different period, 
have emerged so far. The volume on the paleolithic, also reviewing 
theoretical problems such as the concept and interpretation of 
archaeological cultures or the informative value of archaeological 
sources and methods appeared in 1965 (Vértes 1965). However, 
this book did not exert a profound influence on Hungarian archae- 
ology because research on the palaeolithic period had always been 
isolated. 

It would appear from the above that Hungarian archaeology 
could best be described as atheoretical and concerned only with 
practical and methodological problems. None the less, certain 
characteristic and important trends in the theoretical field which 
emerged in the course of an internal development can be pin- 
pointed. Unfortunately, novel ideas or approaches never came to 
be published in comprehensive studies or articles, but were gener- 
ally to be found in archaeological books written for the general 
public or tucked away in the fine print of archaeological articles. 

Gyula Låszlö, Andrås Möcsy and Istvan Bóna, all three pro- 
fessors at the University of Budapest, communicated their theoreti- 
cal ideas on archaeology in their university courses. However, 
these statements often formed a kind of ars poetica and so in 
Hungarian archaeological general knowledge their ideas appeared 
closely allied to the personal images of the scholars. 
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“Archaeological ethnography’ introduced by Gyula Läszlö was 
a response to the inflexibility and closed system of the typological 
school. He first summarised his ideas in his book A bonfoglałó 
magyar nép élete (‘The life of the Hungarians in the Conquest 
period’), published in 1944 (Läszlö 1944), but these only gained 
a wider currency in the 1950s and 1960s. The book became, and 
was used, as a kind of Bible by generations of archaeologists, and 
after several decades of university lecturing he can regard almost 
all Hungarian archaeologists as his disciples. His personal charm 
and evocative style made him a well-known writer, as well as a 
TV and radio personality, who acquainted the general public with 
his ideas. 

‘Archaeological ethnography’ drew its inspiration from several 
sources, most important among which was Hungarian ethnogra- 
phy, a discipline that had always been more important in Hungary 
than in the west. Another important source was culture history, 
a highly fashionable direction in Hungarian historiography during 
the 1930s and 1940s. These combined to create a theoretical frame- 
work in which the emphasis was not on typological sequences or 
chronological phases, but rather on the reanimation of the finds, 
on letting them speak for themselves. Besides describing the formal 
characteristics of the finds, he also laid emphasis on the analysis 
of their function and mode of manufacture, on the comparative 
analysis of various assemblages as well as their find context. It 
was understood that archaeology cannot do away with traditional 
methods, but it was politely suggested that archaeologists should 
look beyond the finds and attempt to catch sight of their makers, 
their everyday lives and their ideas (Laszló 1944, 1970, 1984, 
1990). On this basis Låszlö introduced a new approach to the 
analysis of cemeteries, in which he distinguished four phases, 
proceeding from the larger to the smaller units. In the first phase 
he mapped contemporaneous cemeteries which offered insights 
into settlement patterns and ethnic conditions. In the second, he 
distinguished grave groups within a given cemetery with the aid 
of artefact types and artefact assemblages, and drew conclusions 
concerning the social organisation and family structure of the 
given community. In the third phase he analysed individual graves 
that enabled the reconstruction of burial customs and burial rites, 
as well as of the beliefs concerning the netherworld. Only in 
the fourth phase did he turn to the examination of the artefacts 
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themselves, a procedure that had formerly been the exclusive 
approach in cemetery analyses. 

László also called attention to another important theoretical 
issue. Since most finds and artefacts can only be regarded as dim 
reflections of the past, important details of włuch have become 
irrevocably lost for archaeologists, only in a few exceptional cases 
can archaeology formulate absolute truths about the past, using 
archaeological methods. The terminology and categories used by 
archaeology can, at the most, only be technical devices whose 
value is relative. In the same way as ‘the natural sciences are 
actually the sciences of our knowledge of nature and are by no 
means equal with nature”, so too is archaeology a 'science dealing 
with the past, bur it is by no means identical with the past 
(Liszłó 1980: 112). ‘One of the greatest pitfalls of history — and of 
archaeology — is that, intentionally or unintentionally, we tend to 
approach the past armed with our modern concepts’ (Låszlö 1977: 
56). These general problems led Läszlö to coin the phrase ‘creative 
uncertainty” to describe the practical application of archaeological 
theories. Since our methods and tools are restricted, our con- 
clusions cannot be absolute. Consequently there are no definitive 
solutions to scientific questions, and neither is there but one fruit- 
ful line of research. However, it must at the same time be empha- 
sised that Laszłó always formulated his theories from a practical 
point of view and not as abstract, philosophical principles. He 
illustrated his points with ethnographical, archaeological and his- 
torical analogies. 

Another clear, marked theoretical direction was historicity. 
According to this idea archaeology should, by recognising the 
pitfalls of traditional methods and archaeological categories, rep- 
resent a higher level in the perception of historical reality. 


Archaeology provides a compendium of historical sources 
that is assembled by its specific sampling techniques and ana- 
lytical methods. However, the unity of the historical sciences 
cannot be subdivided into individual, special disciplines 
according to the nature of the sources and dealing with these 
specific fields, because in this case there would be no place 
for a synthetic discipline which alone could contest the right 
of historicism. Thus, archaeology can only become a historical 
discipline if it attains a level of historicity from where it can 
no longer hope to advance further with the help of its specific 
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methods. While archaeology remains bogged down in its 
special problems and sources, it will be incapable of revealing 
the real historical truth. 


(Csorba 1969-70)? 


These ideas were formulated by Andrås Mócsy, whose research 
centred on the historical problems of Roman Pannonia. At the 
same time he used the methods that turned out to be fruitful in 
the course of his investigation of this province for the study of 
the whole empire. The archaeological research of a small region 
was always embedded into the wider context of the empire (Mócsy 
1974). The final guiding principle was always historicity, histori- 
ography in the classical sense which, however, does not merely 
involve the chronological sequence of historical events, but also 
an attempt to recapture the past in its entirety. Through a compari- 
son of the names and the costume of the deceased depicted on 
grave reliefs, and the archaeological finds, he could reconstruct 
the level of Romanisation of the aboriginal population in various 
areas. Thus did the Roman inscriptions and excavated buildings 
become sources for social and economic studies. 

A similar historicity can be observed in the academic oeuvre of 
Istvan Bóna. He discussed a number of archaeological problems 
ranging from the neolithic to the Middle Ages in his works, but 
he interpreted the data as parts of a homogenous historical process, 
not as distinct, unrelated cultures, periods, horizons, which can 
be studied by archaeology. The categories, Stufen, used by archae- 
ology as practical devices should in no way be identified with 
history, since the ultimate aim of archaeology cannot simply be 
the clarification of these problems alone (Bóna 1985: 223-36). This 
historicity was methodologically linked to a positivistic theory, 
with the complete collection of historical and archaeological 
evidence that would provide the basis for the reconstruction of 
historical processes (Bona 1971, 1978, 1982-83, 1986b). This posi- 
tivism can be observed not only in the collection of data but also 
in terms of theoretical issues. The ideas were originally incorpor- 
ated into the interpretation of a given problem. One approach or 
theory can be used with good results in the solution of one specific 
problem, whereas another can be more fruitful in the next one. All 
ideas were subordinated to historicity as a final guiding principle. 

His monograph on the Middle Bronze Age ts not only a corpus 
of material excavated and published by a former generation of 
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scholars or by the author, but also an attempt to outline the 
historical, chronological and cultural problems of the entire period 
for the first time (Bóna 1975a and b). The complex approach also 
called for a discussion of theoretical issues such as the concept 
and interpretation of the archaeological culture or period, etc. 
However, the work which for technical reasons was only pub- 
lished in 1975, fifteen years after its writing, does not reflect the 
research results of the second half of the 1970s. For example, 
because of the lack of C14 dates, its theoretical results remained, 
for the most part, inconclusive. He successfully combined in his 
work the characteristic research methods of former archaeological 
schools, adopting the general approach of the ‘Budapest school’ 
and the detailed analytical methods of the ‘Banner school’. (J. 
Banner was a prominent scholar of the Szeged school, who later 
became professor at the University of Budapest; there he incorpor- 
ated the results and principles of the Szeged school into his lec- 
tures.) 

Istvån Bóna's other main field of interest is the Migration 
period, and the influence of Läszlö on his outlook can be definitely 
felt, but with a stronger emphasis on historicity. In his own words, 


I filled the historical framework worked out on the basis of 
written sources with the historical, economic and social data 
derived from archaeology. Or, to be more precise, not only 
with the data, but also with the results and tendencies sug- 
gested or implied by the sum of major data. 

(Bóna 1986a: 565) 


He then proceeded to refine this method and extended it also to 
other periods that lacked written sources in order ‘to build history 
through the critical evaluation of the entire archaeological material 
from one region’ (Bona 1986a: 565). A clearly crystallised form 
of this approach is to be found in his historical essay on the 
prehistory of Hungary (Bona 1984). 

Historicity as a major theoretical trend obviously played a 
prominent role in medieval archaeology since the abundance of 
written sources pushed the archaeological research of this period 
into the background for a long time. However, the past three 
decades have witnessed resurgence in medieval archaeology: it 
grew into an independent research discipline (Fodor and Selmeczi 
1985; Kubinyi 1985). This also means that, like other fields of 
archaeology, historicity became one of the numerous theoreucal 
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directions in medieval archaeology, instead of being dominant, as 
formerly (Hodges, 1982). 

Large-scale excavations and corpus-type monographs rather 
than theoretical debates, dominated the scene during the 1960s 
and 1970s. New fields of archaeological research were discovered 
and colonised, reflected for instance in the new dimensions added 
to medieval archaeology. However, these new areas only generated 
methodological debates. 

Significant changes can be noted in the organisation of archaeol- 
ogical research during this period. The Archaeological Institute of 
the Hungarian Academy of Sciences was founded, and several 
local museums in the provinces grew into independent research 
centres with a number of well-trained archaeologists. The increase 
and growth of fieldwork and the resulting rethinking of various 
archaeological problems led to questions beyond the scope of 
methodology from the mid 1970s. This development was closely 
allied to the gradual depletion of financial resources and also to 
the increasing cost of excavation work. Thus, it became more and 
more necessary to select which sites to excavate in terms of their 
archaeological, historical and educational value (Kovåcs 1980; 
Möcsy 1982). Similar problems were raised by a new general 
project of Hungarian archaeology: the Archaeological Topography 
of Hungary was organised with the aims of systematically survey- 
ing the entire country, of mapping sites and of assembling the 
relevant data from the archaeological literature (Torma 1969). The 
first general results of this project surfaced in this period. This 
kind of survey came to be extremely important in view of modern 
industrial, agricultural and building activities throughout the 
country that threatened a number of archaeological sites. The new 
large-scale rescue excavations called for a novel and rapid approach 
that, in turn, necessitated a clear picture of the number and types 
of sites. 

At the same time, the results of this survey work enabled an 
assessment of the extent to which previous research on settlement 
history and settlement patterns of various periods could be con- 
sidered representative. Since the first general conclusions clearly 
implied that whole periods and groups had remained undetected 
by former research, this problem attained a deeper theoretical 
dimension: to what extent is it possible to reconstruct all aspects 
of the past using current archaeological methods and theories 
(Jankovich 1985; Miklós 1985)? However, this problem, too, was 
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mostly approached from a practical point of view and did not 
lead to more general formulations on the theoretical level. 

At the same time beside works expressing modern theories of 
culture complexes (Bognår-Kutziån 1972), books and articles were 
still being published employing the traditional German typological 
method (Mozsolics 1973, 1985; Kemenczei 1984; Patek 1968; 
Patay 1974). 

There were increasing possibilities for Hungarian scholars to 
participate more actively in international academic life. Chances 
for foreign travel and a larger influx of foreign archaeological 
literature made a discernible impact on Hungarian archaeological 
studies. From the mid 1970s numerous foreign scholars partici- 
pated in Hungarian archaeological researches, and there were joint 
projects as well. However, this did not mean that widely debated 
foreign ideas and fashionable theories immediately found their 
way to the Hungarian scholars. 

Another apparently unimportant, but highly significant factor 
influenced the discussion of theoretical issues. The most important 
books — such as the Bronze Age monograph by Bóna — were 
published with delays of six to ten years, for technical reasons. 
Thus, not only was the bibliographical database out of date by 
the time of publication, but so also were most of the theories 
based on the ‘newest’ research. The implications of this fact for 
theoretical issues cannot be emphasised strongly enough since any 
new monograph on an archaeological period or culture is always 
an important step forward in its research, regardless of when it is 
published. But the theoretical issues discussed in it are practically 
lost for research. 

We must mention yet another important factor that affected the 
reception of the New Archaeology in Hungary, namely the impact 
of Gordon Childe's theories and, to a certain extent, his personal 
influence. This impact can be demonstrated for prehistory, but 
his theories also influenced wider circles of Hungarian research. 
Childe recognised that the results of prehistoric research in the 
Carpathian Basin played a crucial role in the reconstruction of 
European prehistoric development (Childe 1929, 1948, 1950, 
1957). His visits to Hungary and his personal contacts enabled 
him to acquire a first-hand knowledge of Hungarian research 
results. He was of the opinion that 'all European archaeologists 
know the great wealth of prehistoric antiquities that have been 
collected in Hungary and appreciate the leading role that Hungary 
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played in the development of civilizations throughout Europe in 
prehistoric and early historic times’ (Banner 1958: 57). Only in 
the light of contemporary Hungarian history can his lasting influ- 
ence on Hungarian archaeology be understood, since at the time 
of his visit to Hungary — 1955 — Hungarian archaeology was 
almost completely sealed off from international research and per- 
sonal contact with outside archaeologists, because of the Stalinist 
politics of that period. The other reason for his tremendous impact 
is that one of his last theoretical articles came to be published in 
a Hungarian archaeological journal precisely during this closed 
period (Childe 1956). This largely expłains why in the 1960s after 
the eclipse of vulgar-Marxist ideology, Childe's scientific oeuvre 
became a model for Hungarian archaeologists (Childe 1959, 1962, 
1968; Makkay 1989). 


The influence of the New Archaeology and other new 
theoretical directions in Hungary 


It is extremely difficult to evaluate the effect of the New Archae- 
ology on Hungarian scholars because the intellectual ferment of 
international scholarship characterising the latter half of the 1970s 
by-passed Hungary. Two main points must be discussed in this 
respect: the nature of the answers given to questions raised by 
the New Archaeołogy, and the introduction of new theories in 
university courses. 

It is interesting and typical that the first article on the New 
Archaeology, as a new phenomenon in the archaeological world, 
was written by a scholar of culture history, not by an archaeol- 
ogist. The article entitled 'Ujrćgószet (“New Archaeology’) was 
published in a journal reviewing current topics of history, econ- 
omy and social sciences — often with a theoretical słant — that 
enjoys currency not only among specialists of these sciences (Vek- 
erdi 1976). 

Its author pronounced the New Archaeology an omnipotent 
discipline on the basis of a handful of books that had favourably 
impressed him, which he also reviewed. At the same ume he 
gently chided Hungarian archaeologists for being old-fashioned 
and not open to new ideas. This obvious provocation elicited an 
answer from two archaeologists. Nåndor Kalicz is a scholar of 
international renown who plays a leading role in Hungarian 
neolithic studies, and therefore the issues raised by the New 
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Archaeology concerned him in a direct way. He is the author 
of several monographs that represent a crystallised form of the 
topological approach (Kalicz and Makkay 1977). On the other 
hand, his works show that he is always aware of recent develop- 
ments in archaeological research and that he utilised these in his 
studies. Pal Raczky, the other archaeologist, had received a basi- 
cally identical training, but he was unusually open-minded 
towards the new theories in Anglo-American archaeological stud- 
ies. Their reply to the article *Ujfgészet was written from one 
specific point of view: it challenged the novelty of the New 
Archaeology, as shown by their title, ‘How new is the New 
Archaeology?’ (Kalicz and Raczky 1977). They mostly avoided 
theoretical issues and concentrated on the questions of whether 
new data, such as C14 measurements, contradict traditional 
interpretations, and whether former approaches — particularly the 
theories proposed by Gordon Childe — are really as restricted and 
outdated as had been suggested by the author of the first article. 
Kalıcz’ and Raczky's defence of the traditional framework does 
not, however, imply the rejection of the New Archaeology, only 
a reluctance to the positioning of the New Archaeology against 
the 'Old Archaeology”. 

One unfortunate consequence of this debate was that certain 
issues of the New Archaeology were overemphasised while other 
more general problems were relegated to the background. Many 
readers got the impression from the two articles that the entire 
debate was largely internal to Balkanic and Aegean neolithic 
research. At the same time it was not stressed strongly enough 
that some of the concepts and categories employed by traditional 
archaeology are unsuitable for describing historical processes, 
necessitating a rethinking of the possibilities and range of archaeol- 
ogical interpretation. 

Following this debate this New Archaeology virtually disap- 
peared from the Hungarian archaeological scene for quite a long 
time. Monographs and theoretical articles reflecting the imprint of 
the New Archaeology only began to be published from the early 
1980s (Makkay 1982). One of the reasons why the New Archae- 
ology began to influence Hungarian research at a rather late date 
is to be found in the opportunities for research. This can be 
demonstrated by the problems of chronology. The C14 method, 
and the chronological and historical questions allied to this dating 
technique, played a crucial role in the emergence of the New 
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Archaeology. In Hungary, however, there was an almost total 
lack of data of this kind and it was impossible to build up å 
coherent C14 sequence. Thus the small number of available dates 
were fitted into the already existing historical chronology (Kalicz 
and Raczky 1977). 

One of the most crucial questions raised by the New Archae- 
ology, the problem of whether contemporary or near-contempor- 
ary cultures emerged and developed indpendently and in parallel, 
or whether innovations spread like a chain reaction (Renfrew 1973, 
1978), was irrelevant in terms of the neolithisation of the Carpa- 
thin Basin since it was fairly clear that the Körös culture, the 
earliest neolithic culture in Hungary, was a new arrival to this 
area without any local precursors. The same is true of the spread 
of metallurgy in this area. Thus, apart from a few exceptions 
(Makkay 1976), Hungarian archaeology remained a passive 
onlooker in the debate over various dating systems and theories. 
Theoretical articles reviewing these problems onły began to be 
published after the controversy calmed down. The first purely 
theoretical study on this problem was written by J. Makkay, 
who was also the first to summarise the different chronological 
frameworks and to compare them with the Hungarian system 
(Makkay 1985a,b, 1987). There also appeared articles that dis- 
cussed chronological questions with a basically new theoretical 
approach (Raczky 1987: 63-4, 1988, 1989; Bókóny 1989). 

By this łate reaction, Hungarian archaeology managed to avoid 
the pitfalls of the absolutism of the C14 method but the advantages 
thus gained were diminished by a serious disadvantage, namely 
the lack of lively debate in the wake of a reassessment of issues 
and problems. 

An up-to-date and thorough knowledge of the state of Near 
Eastern, Balkan and Aegean research became essential because of 
the strong links between the prehistoric cultures of these regions. 
This is clearly reflected in the bibliographies of some archaeolog- 
ical studies published in the late 1970s and 1980s. Interestingly 
enough, these studies showed that the New Archeology and other 
theories had a wholly different impact from what was to be 
expected, since the methodological approach, rather than the 
theoretical frameworks, were adopted. On the one hand, the new 
researches stimulated further investigations, but on the other hand 
the mechanical adoption of models based on research in the Near 
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East led to false conclusions (Makkay 1982; Horvåth 1983). The 
mistake was soon realised once Hungarian archaeologists became 
better acquainted with new survey and sampling techniques, partly 
through participation in survey projects conducted by British and 
other teams in Hungary (Sherratt 1982, 1982-3, 1983). 

The Anglo-Hungarian archaeological project, as well as the vari- 
ous studies of foreign scholars working on Hungarian material, 
employed different methods and theoretical models (Kosse 1979; 
Choyke 1982-3; Nacev-Skomal 1980; 1985). As one of these 
archaeologists pointedly remarked: 


As an archaeologist trained according to somewhat different 
principles I had lots of opportunities for interesting dis- 
cussions. In this article I would like to review the most 
important phases of the field survey not from a better or 
fresher, but from simply another point of view. 


(Choyke 1981; 94-5) 


The conclusions also differed, sometimes radically, from the ideas 
of Hungarian archaeologists. The works not only inspired a 
rethinking of oft-debated questions, but also proved the usefulness 
of new approaches and of novel survey and sampling techniques. 
The new theories and methods found their way to Hungarian 
archaeologists through their foreign colleagues with whom they 
worked on these projects, rather than through the actual publi- 
cations that proved difficult to acquire. At the same time, the 
often patchy knowledge of the Hungarian archaeological material 
shown by foreign researchers gave rise to some very general con- 
clusions indeed (Jarman et al. 1982), and some Hungarian archae- 
ologists were inclined to reject not only the research results, but 
also their methods. 

The appraisal and review of the New Archaeology as well as 
of various other historical and scientific theories in their original 
form gained wider currency in university training. This was in 
large part due to Géza Komoróczy, an Assyrologist who, in con- 
trast to many, did not search for analogies for Hungarian prehis- 
toric processes and archaeological artefacts, but studied the civilis- 
ations of the ancient Near East in themselves. The problem of 
establishing direct parallels berween the Carpathian Basin and the 
ancient Near East had been a recurrent issue in Hungarian research 
(Makkay 1978). Because of Komoróczy's different approach to 
this problem he could point out the mistakes that were often 
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made by archaeologists. His role in university training is also 
important because — given the lack of comprehensive reference 
books — he undertook the task of reviewing new directions and 
trends in archaeological, historical and scientific theory. 

Similar problems were also discussed in detail by Miklös Szabö 
and his university lectures on Classical archaeology and Celtic 
research. In his introductory course on Greek archaeology and 
art history he too reviewed current theories and sampling tech- 
niques. Ås a member of several international projects and visiting 
professor at the Sorbonne, he carried out a personal enquiry on 
their applicability. The role of these international contacts can be 
seen as crucial, since visiting professorships did not exist in Hun- 
gary and the number of scholarships for study in foreign universit- 
ies was limited. The university education system was inflexible. 
So not even visiting professors from the eastern block countries 
took part in teaching. 

Pal Raczky in the 1980s also offered a survey of theoretical 
issues and trends in his university lectures. It can thus be said 
that from the latter half of the 1970s the results both of new 
archaeological theories such as the Anglo-American New Archae- 
ology, as well as of the most fruitful and stimulating concepts of 
the ‘local’ theoretical directions — formulated by Gyula Låszlö, 
Istvan Bóna, Andras Mócsy and others — were incorporated into 
Hungarian archaeological training, and this obviously enabled a 
comparison between the differeing theoretical systems. It must be 
noted that the ‘local’ theoretical directions or the theories raised 
in contradiction or parallel to the New Archaeology also touched 
upon some of the same questions. 

First and foremost among these questions was the interpretation 
of the technical terms and categories used by archaeology. The 
pre- and photo-history of the Hungarian people, the Conquest 
period and the identification of the ethnic groups of the Migration 
period, provide examples. A group of archaeological assemblages 
originating from the tenth to eleventh centuries, long termed the 
Bielo Brdo culture, was alternately associated with the Slavic and 
with the Hungarian population (Skóke 1959, 1962; Balint 1976). 
Similarly, basically identical finds of the Late Migration Period 
were linked to Slavic, Avar or Hungarian population groups (Bóna 
1971). Most of the monographs and articles published on this 
subject revealed a strong ethnic interest and a preoccupation with 
the ethnic attribution of specific archaeological features, house 
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types, tools, etc., with the obvious result that otherwise uncontro- 
versial issues acquired a rather sharp edge in this corner of the 
world. This can basically be ascribed to the fact that the political 
boundaries drawn up in the course of the peace negouations fol- 
lowing the First World War did not coincide with ethnic bound- 
aries, which in turn gave rise to strongly chauvinistic political 
views and arguments which often employed historical and archaeo- 
logical data in order to prove their particular ‘truths’. 

Only after detailed studies and often heated debates could the 
problem of ethnic attribution be reviewed and revised, and only 
then could the first tentative steps be taken from specific archaeol- 
gical problems towards broader issues of correlation between 
archaeological cultures, assemblages, language and ethnic groups. 
Similar problems had to be faced in the research of the prehistory 
and the original homeland of the Hungarian people (Läszlé 1961; 
Fodor 1977a, 1977b, 1982). A sensitivity to ethnic questions can 
also be noted in works on other periods, such as the Roman or 
medieval period (Möcsy 1959; Fodor and Selmeczi 1985; Pälöczi 
Horvath 1989). 

Other problems of interpretation included the differences noted 
in the archaeological material between various types of grave 
goods, and their possible association with different populanon 
groups, i.e. the identification of social strata and groups. Questions 
of this type were always raised in connection with specific artefact 
types, and in connection with the definition of symbols of rank 
and power in a given period. Unfortunately, these analyses never 
involved the investigation of whether material culture is suitable 
for reconstructing social stratification at all. The complexity of 
this problem also derives from the fact that in the Marxist frame- 
work ‘class’ was the only accepted form for the description of 
social categories for a long time. Thus in Hungarian archaeology 
and historiography, new paradigms such as ranked or straufied 
societies only found their way into the interpretational framework 
from the second half of the 1970s (Laszlovszky in press; Nacev- 
Skomal 1985). Prior to this, Hungarian archaeologists attempted 
to clarify social questions on the basis of the archaeological 
material. For example, a wealth of data on social position was 
preserved in Roman inscriptions — as compared to archaeological 
finds — and this provided an excellent basis for the reconstruction 
of social groups. The anlaysis of these data clearly revealed that 
only through a detailed examination of the entire material can the 


287 


ARCHAEOLOGICAL TREORY IN EUROPE 


pitfalls of drawing a schematic and simplified picture be avoided. 
At the same time, the quantity of material made analysis with 
traditional methods impossible, and thus statistical and computer 
approaches were experimented with (Möcsy et al. 1983; Mócsy 
1985). 

The role of analytical methods varied in Hungarian archaeology. 
There were no institutional possibilities for palaeobotanic, palynol- 
ogical, C14, climatic and provenence studies, and these could only 
gain prominence owing to the particular interest of a specific 
scholar. A case in point is palaeozoology, which developed into 
an independent discipline following the investigations by Sandor 
Bökönyi (Bökönyi 1974) and Janos Matolcsi (Matolcsi 1973). S. 
Bökönyi is regarded in international scientific circles as a promi- 
nent scholar of palaeozoology, who also takes an anthropological 
approach to osteological remains. He took part in the excavations 
and post-excavation works of several Near Eastern, south-east 
European, etc. sites, and as a result of these studies he suggested 
general, very often theoretical conclusions in the interpretation of 
the Hungarian materials. However, his studies gained a strong 
influence only in the research of some periods (neolithic, Copper 
Age, etc.) and had no visible impact on Hungarian general archaeo- 
logical theory. At the same time, palaeobotanic studies (Hartyänı 
and Novåki 1975) or the analysis of soil samples (Laszlovszky 
1982) mostly remained isolated experiments. 

This one-sided interdisciplinary research was the main reason 
why analytical studies did not have an impact on Hungarian 
archaeology of the theoretical level. The growing need for the 
application of various analytical methods became obvious, but 
appendices of this kind inserted at the end of archaeological arti- 
cles very often only gave a semblance of modernity. In the mean- 
time, studies appeared which argued that the various analytical 
methods and statistical studies could not offer absolute, definitive 
conclusions because only a few aspects of the past, rather than 
the entire historical process itself, can be studied in a quantitative 
way (Bartosiewicz 1986). 

Besides the analytical methods borrowed from the natural 
sciences, anthropology, sociology, human geography and palaoe- 
conomy also played an important role in recent developments. 
These often grew into independent disciplines. They brought a 
certain measure of renewal from a methodological point of view 
and at the same time also generated new theoretical thinking 
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(Bogucki 1985; Hodder 1982a; Hodges 1982). However, these 
disciplines primarily influenced Hungarian archaeology through 
ethnography. 

In Hungary and in other countries of Central and Eastern 
Europe industrialisation began later than in western Europe. Thus, 
peasant society and its archaic cultivation techniques, tools, social 
phenomena, etc. survived into the twentieth century. Conse- 
quently, ethnography occupied a central place in Hungarian social 
science and in some periods these studies were strongly linked to 
political issues. For example, sociological studies on peasant 
society in Hungary were carried out not only for purely academic 
reasons, but also as part of a programme for the preparation of 
an agrarian reform or revolution. 

Hungarian archaeologists traditionally turned to ethnographic 
analogies observed in the material and spiritual culture of local 
peasants, rather than to parallel phenomena in other parts of the 
world (Hodder 1982b, 1982c, 1982) in the reconstruction of social 
structures (e.g. kinship ties, family structure, etc.), in the interpret- 
ation of agrarian techniques or in the functional analysis of archae- 
ological objects. They also felt more comfortable using parallels 
drawn from Hungarian ethnogrpahy since most archaeologists had 
a first-hand knowledge of these from their own everyday experi- 
ence. Moreover, quite a number of archaeologists had also 
acquired an ethnographic training and a good part of their studies 
cannot be categorised as either purely archaeological or purely 
ethnographic, but rather represent a synthesis of these disciplines 
(Szabó 1938; Banner 1937; Csilléry 1982; Balassa 1985). Conse- 
quently, social anthropology made little impact on archaeological 
research and did not grow into an independent discipline; the 
‘anthropological’ aspect of the New Archaeology appeared less 
attractive in Hungary. 

Similarly, human geography was merely a research direction in 
ethnography. The methods used by human geography (spatial 
analysis, site catchment, etc.) and its framework of interpretation 
(central place theory, the use of Christaller's polygons, mapping 
methods) were based on deduction, with specific conclusions 
drawn from a set of general premisses, obviously linked to empiri- 
cal observations. In contrast, Hungarian ethnography investigated 
specific aspects of a settlement system or a settlement pattern in 
a given period and reached general conclusions through induction 
from a set of premisses based mostly on field experience or empiri- 
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cal evidence. This strong empirical way of investigation was 
extremely useful in the solution of practical issues, but at the 
same time had the disadvantage of suggesting erroneous or false 
conclusions. For example, contemporary isolated farmsteads were 
cited as analogies for the similar dispersed settlement types of the 
Conquest period, which led to false conclusions concerning cul- 
tural continuity (Laszlovszky 1986). However, this approach does 
not mean that the inductive method should be wholly rejected 
since erroneous conclusions reached through deduction can also 
be cited. 

As regards sociology, the situation is considerably more com- 
plex. A major sociological school emerged in the 1930s that main- 
tained strong ties with ethnography and also contained a political 
line that attempted to offer a sociography of contemporary agrar- 
ian society. It must also be borne in mind that sociology, sensu 
stricto, was exiled from academic life as a ‘bourgeois pseudo- 
discipline’ that could not be reconciled with Marxism. It gradually 
began to be revived in the 1970s, but none the less, sociology 
only made an impact on research through ‘archaeological ethnogra- 
phy’ and thus did not cause a really major breakthrough. 

It follows from the above that in terms of theoretical studies, 
archaeological research in the 1960s and 1970s mostly followed 
an internal, ‘national’ tradition. The traditions of Hungarian 
archaeology discussed here still form an integral part of research 
directions. Beginning with the late 1970s the impact of inter- 
national projects and theoretical debates can be clearly felt in 
the organisation of archaeological studies. New, more problem- 
orientated excavations were begun in which the selection of sites 
was more conscious (Raczky et al. 1985). In the course of exca- 
vations and in the archaeological interpretation of the excavations 
the analytical methods borrowed from the natural sciences became 
equal partners, enabling the first tentative steps towards ecological 
and environmental archaeology (Jerem et al. 1984-5; Biro 1980). 
Emphasis was laid not so much on the quantity as on the quality 
of recovered information, and this enabled a widening of research 
horizons. 


Conclusions 


It has been shown that there were various archaeological theories 
and research directions in Hungarian archaeology, and also that 
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theoretical ideas from the international literature have made some 
sort of impact in the past twenty-five years. What remains to be 
answered is why these were not summarised in general works, 
and why they did not generate theoretical debates. 

The theories that had grown from local Hungarian traditions 
were strongly linked to individual scholars, particularly in the case 
of Gyula Låszlö, whose personal image and charm enhanced his 
influence on archaeologists. At the same time most theories were 
proposed as solutions to specific questions, to pratical archaeolog- 
ical problems. This strong empiricism can mostly be traced to a 
strong ethnographic influence. 

The other basic reason why methodological and theoretical ideas 
were never set down in purely theoretical terms is that as long 
as methodological problems only were debated, the discussions 
remained internal to archaeology; a review of theoretical questions 
would have involved a rethinking of ideological issues as well. 
During most of the period surveyed in this chapter these issues 
remained taboo because ideology and philosophy were part and 
parcel of the institutionalised section of the political system (Hard- 
ing 1982). 

Finally we shall attempt briefly to outline possible future per- 
spectives in Hungarian archaeological research. Given the present 
situation, wtih increasing opportunities for international contacts, 
we will undoubtedly witness the growing impact ot foreign 
research which will most certainly lead to a polarisation in metho- 
dological and theoretical debates; and this, in turn, will undoubt- 
edły enrich Hungarian archaeology. At the same time, the various 
‘local’ theoretical directions mentioned above are, on the whole, 
fairly open to new paradigms and issues. And since there is no 
one ‘safe’ path, this will sooner or later lead to a theoretical chaos. 
This can only be avoided if the various theoretical views are 
clearly formulated. Any ensuing debate will undoubtedly stimulate 
further research but only if the most basic issues and questions can 
also be subjected to discussion without any kind of restrictions. 

On the other hand, it is to be hoped that Hungarian archaeology 
will preserve its sensitivity to practical, empirical questions, the 
salient feature of archaeological ethnography and historicity. Only 
thus can we hope that Hungarian archaeology can loosen its ideo- 
logical ‘chains’ — now that the country has literally lost its chains 
— and will be moving in a direction, where 'it is not the increase 
of tangible finds, but the refinement of observations that will 
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enrich our archaeology and its perception of the past.’ (László 
1980: 153). 


Notes 


1 On the recent development of Hungarian archaeology, see Fülep 1987; 
on the archaeological publications of this period, Banner and Jakabbfy 
1954, 1961, 1968, Jakabbfy 1981. 

2 Translations of quotes are by the authors. 
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